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By Mr. HEINZ: 

H.R. 10567. A bill to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code to provide a remedy in 
the nature of mandamus to be applied against 
the Attorney General upon the application of 
any person to require the investigation of 
certain alleged criminal offenses, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mrs. HOLT: 
H.R. 10568. A bill to encourage and support 

the dissemination of news, opinion, scientific, 
cultural, and educational matter through the 
mails; to the Committee on Post Office a.nd 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. McDADE: 
H.R. 10569. A bill to a.mend title 10 of the 

United States Code to designate the Medal 
of Honor awarded for military heroism as the 
"Congressional Medal of Honor"; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MOSS (by request): 
H.R. 10570. A bill to amend the Investment 

Company Act of 1940 to define duties of cer
tain persons subject to that act and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PERKINS: 
H.R. 10571. A bill to provide that the spe

cial cost-of-living increase in social security 
benefits enacted by Public Law 93--66 shall 
become effective immediately and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr, 
BRASCO, Mr. COHEN. Mr. CONTE, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. DICK
INSON, Mr. EDWARDS of California, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. GILMAN, 
Mr. HILLIS, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. Mc
KINNEY, Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. PODELL, Mr. 
RmGLE, Mr. ROSE, Mr. RYAN, Mr. 
SEBELIUS, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. HELSTOSKI, and Mr. 
FRASER): 

H.R. 10572. A bill to amend the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
to provide a program of grants to States for 
the development of child abuse and neglect 
prevention programs in the areas of treat
ment, training, case reporting, public educa
tion, and information gathering and referral; 
to the Committee on Educaition and Labor. 

By Mr. PREYER: 
H.R. 10573. A bill to establish within the 

executive branch an independent board to 
establish guidelines for experiments involv
ing human beings; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ROUSSELOT: 
H.R. 10574. A bill to prohibit most-favored

nation treatment and commercial and guar
antee agreements with respect to any non-

market economy country which denies to 
its citizens the right to emigrate or which 
imposes more than nominal fees upon its 
citizens as a condition to emigration; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TALCOTT: 
H.R. 10575. A bill to a.mend the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938 to increase the mini
mum wage rates under that act, to expand 
the coverage of that act, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. MOSHER, Mr. DAVIS of Georgia, 
Mr. BELL, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. ESCH, 
Mr. McCORMACK, Mr. CRONIN, Mr. 
FUQUA, Mr. MARTIN of North Caro
lina., Mr. FLOWERS, Mr. COTTER, Mr. 
PICKLE, and Mr. BROWN of Cali
fornia): 

H.R. 10576. A bill to establish a national 
policy relating to conversion to the metric 
system in the United States; to the Commit
tee on Science and Astronautics. 

By Mr. WIDNALL (for himself, Mr. Mc
KINNEY, Mr. CRANE, Mr. CONLAN, 
Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. ROUSSELOT, Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD, and Mr. JOHNSON 
of Pennsylvania) : 

H.R. 10577. A bill to amend the Small Busi
ness Act; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. (for himself, Mr. COUGHLIN, 
Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. SARA
SIN. and Mr. SARBANES) : 

H.R. 10578. A bill to establish an arbitra
tion board to settle disputes between super
visory organizations and the U.S. Postal 
service; to the Commiteee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. COLLINS of Texas: 
H.J. Res. 745. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States with respect to the offering of 
prayer in any public place or conveyance; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS: 
H.J. Res. 746. Joint resolution, a national 

education policy; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. WAGGONNER: 
H.J. Res. 747. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States with respect to participation 
in voluntary prayer or meditation in public 
buildings; to the Committee on the Judi
oia.ry. 

By Mr. MAHON: 
H.J. Res. 748. Joint resolution making an 

appropriation for special payments to inter
nia.tiona.l financial institutions for the fiscal 
yeair 1974, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. RAILSBACK: 
H. Con. Res. 317. Concurrent resolution 

that all citizens should reduce the tempera
tures of the home and place of work by 2 ° 
during the approaching cold period in order 
to conserve energy; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WHITE: 
H. Con. Res. 318. Concurrent resolution 

providing for a joint meeting of Congress on 
July 4, 1976; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for 
himself and Mr. COHEN): 

H. Res. 566. Resolution providing for an 
investigatlon of charges against the Vice 
President; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BAUMAN (for himself, Mrs. 
HOLT, Mr. HOGAN, Mr. GUDE, Mr. AsH
BROOK, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. RoussELOT, 
Mr. GROSS, Mr. CRANE, and Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska) : 

H. Res. 567. Resolution to authorize the 
creation of a select committee to investigate 
charges made against the Vice President; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BRADEMAS: 
H. Res. 568. Resolution providing for print

ing of additional copies of oversight hearings 
entitled "Vocational Rehabllita.tion Serv
ices"; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

By Mr. FINDLEY: 
H. Res. 569. Resolution to provide for the 

appointment of a select committee of the 
House to recommend whether impeachment 
proceedings shall be undertaken against the 
Vice President of the United States; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BilLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. HASTINGS introduced a. bill (H.R. 

10579) for the relief of Clifford H. Macey, 
which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and ref erred as follows: 

294. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Na
tional Association of Secretaries of State, 
56th Annual Conference, Williamsburg, Va., 
relative to election procedures; to the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

295. Also, petition of Gordon L. Dollar, 
Tamai, Calif., relative to redress of griev
ances; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SENATE-Wednesday, September 26, 1973 
The Senate met at 8:45 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. GAYLORD NELSON, 
a Senator from the State of Wisconsin. 

PRAYEll 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

O Lord God of history, we thank Thee 
that underneath all time and eternity 
are the everlasting arms. We thank Thee 
for the everlasting arms which reach out 
to gather us in and hold us up, which 
brace and strengthen us in every need. 
We thank Thee for the everlasting arms 
underneath all success and all failure 
which never let us down and never give 
us up. Encompass us with the everlasting 

arms of love and grace that we fail Thee 
not. 
"To serve the present age 
Our calling to fulfill 
0, may it all our powers engage 
To do the Master's will." 
In His name we pray. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. EASTLAND) . 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., September 26, 1973. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I appoint Hon. GAYLORD 
NELSON, a Senator from the State of Wis
consin, to perform the duties of the Chair 
during my absence. 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. NELSON thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the r~ading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
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day, September 25, 1973, be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all committees 
may be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider nomi
nations on the calendar beginning with 
United Nations on page 2. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

UNITED NATIONS 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

read the name of Clarence Clyde Fer
guson, Jr., of New Jersey, to be the rep
resentative of the United States of 
America on the Economic and Social 
Council of the United Nations, with the 
rank of ambassador. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is confirmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

read the name of William W. Blunt, Jr., 
of the District of Columbia, to be Assist
ant Secretary of Commerce. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is confirmed. 

UNITED NATIONS 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the United Nations. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nomina
tions be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of Kingdon Gould, Jr., of Maryland, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Kingdom of the Nether
lands. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of William R. Kintner, of Pennsyl
vania, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United States 
of America to Thailand. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate re
sume the consideration of legislative 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will resume the 
consideration of legislative business. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Does the Senator from Michigan 
desire to be heard? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. No, Mr. President. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) is 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

REDUCTION OF TROOPS AND 
ARMAMENT 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, no 
Member of Congress-and no citizen, for 
that matter-will deny that the Nation's 
security requires an ability to deter ag
gression, and if that fails, to def end our 
interests against attack. 

We cannot be comfortable about So
viet and mainland Chinese intentions in 
the world; the repressive internal pol
icies of these nations are repugnant to 
everything I believe in and everything 
our country stands for. We can hope for 
detente, but we cannot afford to be lulled 
into a false sense of security or to com
promise our Nation's commitment to 
freedom. 

I do not support the unilateral with
drawal of substantial U.S. combat forces 
from Western Europe with negotiations 
for mutual and balanced force reduc
tions in Europe underway. I believe in 
national strength-and in negotiating 
from a position of strength. 

When it comes to national survival, 
· -re simply are no "hawks" and 
.... ..,ves." We all agree that such sums as 

are necessary for our military require
ments must be raised and spent. 

The tragedy is that we stumble 
through our debates about national de
fense with no reliable standard for de
termining what is necessary. The ab
sence of a rational and coherent foreign 
policy makes it impossible to arrive at a 
national military policy. And then in the 
name of strength we achieve weakness. 

The notion persists that world power 
and influence-national security-are di
rectly related to the size of the defense 
budget. 

The idea that domestic problems might 
be solved simply by throwing dollars at 
them finds no advocates; yet we allow 
the same notion to drive us to compul
sive, nearly indiscriminate expenditures 
for weapons, military personnel, and 
power. 

No one argues that the United States 
should become a second strongest na
tion. But our military policies and our 
impulsive approach to international re
lations are in fact robbing us of power 
and influence; our headlong pursuit of 
national security is, ironically, driving 
us toward national insecurity. 

Over $50 billion spent since Mr. Nixon 

took office to finance U.S. military efforts 
in Indochina can scarcely be said to have 
enhanced our national security and 
power. The instruments of war were mis
applied in horribly expensive ways-be
cause our policy was itself misguided. 

Rationalizations for our involvement 
in Indochina for a time struck a sym
pathetic cord with the American people. 
It began as a war to protect our own 
shores from a Communist threat. The 
only continuous thread of justification 
was self-determination for the people of 
South Vietnam. But the professed war 
for self-determination turned out to be, 
in fact, a war to support autocratic re
gimes in Southeast Asia which could not 
command the support of their own peo
ples. Half a million troops could not win 
a war for General Thieu any more than 
B-52's could win a victory in Cambodia 
for Lon Nol. 

Our policy in Indochina, with all its 
contradictions, cost the United States 
dearly in blood, dollars, economic 
vitality, self-confidence and world in
fluence. A military adventure, under
taken in the name of the Nation's secu
rity and continued in the name of self
determination for South Vietnam, ended 
by protecting neither-at a fearful cost 
to the United States. 

This experience alone should make it 
painfully evident that our military 
priorities must be geared to a realistic 
and coherent foreign policy, capable of 
sustained support by the American 
people. 

II 

It is asking too much of Congre~ and 
the military to forge a rational defense 
and military strategy-if they do not 
have a clearly defined and articulated 
foreign policy on which to base national 
strategy. 

Yet we do not have such a foreign 
policy. What we have had, instead, in 
recent years, are promises, slogans, fitful 
and contradictory gestures, and a series 
of globally televised Presidential spec
taculars whose results, at best, have been 
mixed. 

An opening by the U.S. Government to 
the People's Republic of China, for 
example, was appropriate and long over
due. But the President's Peking visit was 
handled in a way-by clandestine 
arrangements and shock revelations
that demoralized our allies in Asia and 
undermined Mr. Nixon's position in the 
United Nations with respect to Taiwan. 
And when the U.N. accepted the logic of 
his action, Mr. Nixon chastised the U.N. 

The President's visit last year to the 
Soviet Union was less damaging to rela
tions with our foreign friends. But the 
visit-and the administration's con
tinuing conduct-suggest American in
difference to the repression of personal 
freedom in the U.S.S.R. 

What the United States gained from 
tha~ exercise in Presidential diplomacy, 
besides the strategic arms agreement 
limiting deployment of defensive nuclear 
missiles, remains to be seen. And the 
antiballistic missile agreement could 
have been achieved without Presidential 
participation, in view of the manifest 
impracticality of devising effective 
ABM's. 



31508 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENA TE September 26, t 973 
Presidential posturing, in short, ls no 

substitute for a prudent and thoughtful 
worldwide policy. 

Nor are slogans masquerading as 
policy. 

The Nixon doctrine, for example, is 
at best a vague phrase. At worst it could 
be a formula for substituting increased 
arms shipments for the shipment of U.S. 
troops abroad. 

This was to be the era of "negotiations 
rather than confrontation." But the 
President's rushes to the summit and 
his "tilt" toward Yahya Khan in the 
Indo-Pakistani conflict of 1971 suggest 
that too often we confront our friends 
and negotiate with out adversaries. 

And what has become of the "Year of 
Europe"? 

Now, with the year well along, we can 
perhaps be glad that we hear no 
sloganeering about the fall of Europe. 
But with no visible results, we are left 
to wonder whether the phrase, so 
patronizing of our Western Allies, act
ually ref erred to a policy or was merely a 
catchword. 

The world has lost much of its faith in 
our capacity for international leadership. 
The v.alue of the dollar proves that. The 
business community in the United States 
has lost much of its faith in the Govern
ment's capacity for economic sense. The 
values on the stock market prove that. 
The dollar and the stock market both 
began to sag well before Watergate. 
Watergate did not create weakness. It 
disclosed weakness-the incompetence 
and the corruption which were its origin. 

m 
Drift and weakness in foreign relations 

have direct and dangerous results in the 
field of defense policy. 

Congress cannot gear military spend
ing to the necessities of foreign policy 
because it cannot perceive a policy. 

And the military is left to prepare for 
every conceivable contingency. Forced to 
reach too far, our national security ma
chinery achieves too little. 

The Navy, for example, cites the need 
for capabilities which include "control of 
seal.anes and areas," "projections of 
power ashore" and "overseas presence." 
Few bother to ask if the United States 
must-or can-control the sealanes to 
every corner of the world. 

I doubt that the sealanes, let alone 
their points of origin and destination, 
can be protected from interdiction by 
missiles. I doubt that it is realistic to 
suppose any longer that American forces 
must be stationed at sea around the globe 
for "projection of power ashore." If in
tervention in local disputes by our land
based forces is inappropriate to the 
military realities of the mid-20th cen
tury, as the Indochinese war indicates, is 
not the same true of sea-based forces? 

Must the United States use its Navy 
for an averse.as presence, to show its flag? 
The United States last tried that tech
nique in the Bay of Bengal · during the 
Inda-Pakistani conflict. Our ploy accom
plished nothing-except to demonstrate 
our own futility. 

Where showing the flag may be desir
able, is .a fourth billion-dollar nuclear 
carrier really necessary? Are not our 15 
attack carriers already available for this 
purpose, and for little else? 

Until we have a coherent foreign policy 
and some way of estimating real contin
gencies, we will probably continue to 
spread ourselves too thinly. Even if the 
United States were to plan defense forces 
for every conceivable contingency, it 
could do so more effectively with less 
money. 

The functions of a billion-dollar nu
clear aircraft carrier, for example, can be 
performed more effectively .and at lower 
cost by a combination of other vessels, 
including new surface-effect vessels, and 
with less vulnerability. A nuclear attack 
carrier is a sitting duck for a nuclear 
attack submarine. It is wrong to say that 
it does not require refueling; its planes 
and men do require refueling. 

One is almost compelled to conclude 
that the nuclear .aircraft carrier is a 
sentimental throwback to the battle
shiP-an impressive, but expensive status 
symbol for the Navy. No other nation has 
built one; the United States already h.as 
three. 

Nor do the necessities of a sound stra
tegic policy require an accelerated Tri
dent program-or the Air Force's pro
posed B-1. B-52's can be updated for use 
in any conventional conflicts, .and can 
still serve as part of the nuclear deterrent 
well through the 1980's. 

The fact is that our military priorities, 
for whatever contingency, real or imag
ined, are dictated as much by habit, 
impulse, and the notion that money 
equals power, as by any rational yard
stick of need. 

Our military planners have no clear 
perception of U.S. interests or policy in 
the world-because their civilian leaders 
give them none. Agencies once vital to 
the foreign policy process-the CIA's 
Board of Estimates, or the pre-Kissinger 
Department of State-have been down
graded or ignored. 

The contingencies the military pre
pares for, consequently, reflect obsolete 
doctrine-or mere impulses from the 
White House basement. 

Instead of giving guidance to the mili
tary, the State Department and the Con
gress tend to follow a leaderless military. 

So the cycle takes another turn, and 
we sink deeper into the morass of un
controlled arms spending. 

:IV 

In these circumstances, it is little won
der that our military institutions seem 
hidebound and demoralized; that flab
biness and cost overruns are epidemic in 
the Pentagon and the armed services. 

It is an unhappy fashion nowadays to 
heap ridicule upon the military. Yet the 
military at times invites such contempt
with uniformed servants, helicopters 
serving as limousines, plushly furnished 
jets for generals. Military bases which 
resemble country clubs, scandals of un
earned flight pay, excess retirement ben
efits and hoked-up medals and citations 
do not enhance faith in the military; 
they destroy it. 

These excesses are unsettling symp
toms of a self-indulgent, flabby, undis
ciplined military-when what we ur
gently require is a lean, highly disci
plined and professional military force. 

There are now more commissioned and 
noncommissioned officers than seamen 
and privates in the armed services. We 

have 2.2 million personnel in the Armed 
Forces. Yet the 18,138 colonels and gen
erals, captains and admirals 1n May 1972, 
outnumbered by 1,000 the number of of
ficers in June 1945, when the country 
had 14.7 million men under arms. 

If this abundance of high-ranking of
ficers reflected the requirements of so
phisticated 20th-century arts of defense, 
no one could complain. But the Penta
gon's ranks now also include about 7 ,200 
civilian employees who earn between 
$27 ,000 and $39,000. The military is 
plainly topheavy. And about 66 percent 
of the defense budget goes into paying 
and supporting Defense personnel. 

The Nation requires a highly profes
sional military which knows the bounds 
of its authority, respects civilian control, 
and is perceived once again to be the hon
orable profession it ls. It can no longer 
justify the draft-it has no need for 
a draft. Reasonable personnel levels can 
be met with volunteers. If the military 
was recognized as an honorable, worthy 
profession, those personnel levels would 
be met by highly qualified young people 
of all races and backgrounds. But it takes 
more than wages and fringe benefits to 
attract volunteers. The experience of the 
Marines over the past makes the point 
that an esprit de corps and pride in one's 
service is indispensable to the enlist
ment of qualified volunteers. Besides, the 
wars of the future, 1f any must be fought, 
do not now require hordes of half-baked, 
poorly motivated conscripts. 

Evidently the military 1s incapable of 
putting its own house in order. It should, 
therefore, be compelled to restructure 
personnel practices and reduce personnel 
levels. The way to do so is to cut author
ized personnel levels substantially. A cut 
of 156,000, as proposed by the Armed 
Services Committee, would be modest. 

I would hope th.at the Congress might 
give personnel practices for military and 
civilian personnel a thorough review and 
for that purpose create a Defense Man
power Commission, as proposed by Sena
tor BENTSEN and Senator BAKER. The 
deadwood ought to be chopped out, over
all levels reduced, the number of high
ranking officers and civilian personnel 
cut, and the wage and fringe benefits cut 
to levels comparable to those on the 
outs:de. 

v 
These facts would be worth little men

tion if our resources were unlimited-or 
if military spending, wise and unwise, 
were without impact on the domestic 
budget and the national economy. 

But it is an unhappy fact that military 
spending is inflationary. The economic 
consequences of runaway military spend
ing-inflation and the diversion of funds 
from demonstrable needs-are already 
destructive of national security. 

The dollar's weakness and our domestic 
inflation are partly attributable to mili
tary spending in Indochina and Europe, 
and on nonproductive weapons for the 
U.S. arsenal. Military spending increases 
economic demand without augmenting 
supply. 

There is a qualitative side to Govern
ment spending which has too rarely been 
recognized in policymaking: Some Gov
ernment spending is deflationary. Major 
reforms in such fields as health, housing, 
and education, for example, could be 
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adopted by the Government without the 
severe inflationary consequences of mlli
tary spending. Domestic agricultural and 
energy production could be increased
in part at Government expense--to meet 
growing demands for food and energy at 
home and abroad with deflationary con
sequences. 

It is wrong to argi_:a, as the President 
argues, that inflation can be halted by 
cutting Federal spending in the domestic 
sector, but not in the defense sector of 
the budget. 

And it is time to acknowledge that our 
current definition of national security 
is too narrow; an adequate definition 
must include, not just military hardware 
and personnel, but the confidence of the 
American people in their Government; 
the confidence of the world in our coun
try for enlightened leadership; a sound 
domestic and world economy, and the 
conditions of a good life at home. 

VI 

The economic ravages of reckless mili
tary spending are but a preview of what 
will come, unless checked. Each down 
payment on a new weapons system tends 
to commit the Federal Government to 
greater payments later. An $85 billion 
commitment to the President's military 
budget for fiscal 1974 would, in all likeli
hood, develop into a $100 billion commit
ment by 1977. 

Nowhere are the twin dangers of eco
nomic folly and military explosion more 
forbidding than in the field of strategic 
weapons policy. 

To the extent that the United States 
now has any strategic policy, the policy 
is-quite rightly-to sustain an adequate 
nuclear deterrent. 

Unfortunately, that policy is too often 
muddied by bargaining-chip theories, 
and by strategic arms limitations agree
ments which, by limiting numbers only, 
accelerate the qualitative arms race. The 
policy is also clouded at times by rank 
chauvinism, carefully timed leaks about 
real or contrived Soviet buildups, and in
terservice rivalry. 

For all my misgivings about Soviet 
intentions, I find it difficult to accept 
the notion that the United States can 
decelerate the arms race by accelerating 
it. Yet that is what the President pro
poses. 

The President does not argue that the 
United States should increase its military 
presence in Europe so that its bargaining 
position is strengthened and it has more 
to abandon in the mutual and balanced 
force reduction talks. By what logic, 
then, must the U.S. MmV missiles in 
order to de-MmV them? 

We spend for generation after gen
eration on nuclear arms, always finding 
ourselves in the same or a worse relative 
position. With each succeeding escala
tion, we move a little closer to bank
ruptcy-and to the flash point. 

The United States took the initiative 
in 1962 when it unilaterally ceased the 
testing of nuclear weapons in the at
mosphere and called for reciprocal Sov
iet action. That act was followed in time 
by the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. We 
ought to follow this successful example 
and take similar initiatives now. We 
ought to embrace a comprehensive test 
ban treaty and go slow on the develop-

ment of weapons systems of doubtful 
utility and extremely high cost-for ex
ample, the Trident submarine. 

Other considerations aside, which 
makes more military sense? To invest 
$1,300,000,000 each in a few large new 
subs, their missiles, and the enormous 
new bases they would require, only to 
gain marginally greater range and si
lence? Or to spend less money on more 
Poseidon submarines? 

The Trident I missile does not require 
the Trident submarine. The missile can 
be retrofitted into the Poseidon fleet, 
increasing the Poseidon's range from 
2,400 to 4,000 miles. 

To be more specific about strategic 
arms, our land-based Minuteman mis
siles are potentially vulnerable. Should 
we not, there! ore, go slow with the fur
ther expenditures to MmV obsolescent 
missiles? For its strategic deterrent the 
Nation can rely principally on its un
derseas launched missiles. With the 
ABM discredited and banned, we can do 
so confidently. 

The United States has the power
with missiles capable of delivery against 
undefended targets-to destroy the So
viet Union. That is enough. If the SALT 
II talks fail, and the need arises for more 
offensive weapons, we can move ahead 
then-and the Soviets know that. 

Our power to destroy any adversary is 
so overwhelming that it is difficult to 
avoid the conclusion that interservice 
rivalry, more than the necessities of an 
adequate nuclear deterrent, dictate the 
RB-1 for the Air Force, Minutemen for 
the Army and Trident for the Navy. 

Our nuclear deterrent is, after all, 
secure for the foreseeable future. A halt 
to the madness must come from some
States. 

The United States has time now to give 
SALT II a chance. It has the power to 
destroy its adversaries. That gives us 
enough time to permit at least a breath
ing spell during which our negotiators 
can be given a chance to agree with the 
Soviets on qualitative limitations and 
give other nations less of an incentive to 
catch up in the deadly race to join the 
nuclear club. 

The world already spends about $230 
billion a year on arms. The United States 
probably is the biggest spender; and cer
tainly it is the world's foremost merchant 
of arms. 

The administration seeks to justify in
discriminate arms sales abroad as bene
ficial to our economy. But our own eco
nomic distress is caused in large part by 
the burden of armaments. It is time to 
put the horse before the cart. We should 
not encourage developing nations to take 
on an arms burden they can afford far 
less than we. 

VII 

As we stagger from Vietnam and Wa
tergate to the celebration of our 200th 
anniversary in 1976, it would be worth
while to ponder what originally gave us 
power and influence in the world. And 
perhaps, before we lurch ahead once 
again in an undetermined direction, it 
would be worthwhile to ask if there is a 
way out of the current relentless, upward 
spiral of military spending. 

Surely a sound military policy must be 
grounded in an accurate perception of the 

Nation's purpose and role in interna
tional politics. Too often, our purpose in 
the past decade seemed to be to transport 
the policy of containment-successful in 
Western Europe--to other parts of the 
world. The effect, quite unintentional, 
has been that we are now perceived as a 
reactionary power. We stand, ironically, 
in opposition to revolutionary movements 
that our own ideals helped set in motion. 

The first requirement !or the future, 
then, is a foreign policy-a rational, co
herent, and communicable foreign pol
icy-and one that is based not only on 
muscle, but upon our own best principles. 

We should remember that our real 
power and influence among the peoples 
of the Earth was not won by bribing, 
bombing, or bullying. I! others, includ
ing the Soviet Union, resort to imperi
alism in the name o! communism or 
something else in a world crying for 
freedom, then let them be the ones to 
repeat the mistakes of the past. Let us 
instead learn from those mistakes. 

The world hungers, not for Soviet 
navies or U.S. bombers, but for bread and 
hope. For a fraction of the amounts de
voted to the military, the United States 
could be developing coal, shale, fusion 
power, and other domestic sources of 
energy. 

We could be using our untapped water 
resources to make vast areas o! the 
western plains f ertlle to provide food for 
ourselves and a hungry world. Gradual 
shifts of research and development funds 
from military to commercial pursuits 
could help us maintain the technological 
superiority of our exports in an increas
ingly competitive world market. Our in
terventions increasingly should be eco
nomic rather than military in this eco
nomically interdependent world. 

Energy now is the classic, 1! belated, 
case in point. The Nation wm either 
spend large sums to develop internal 
sources of energy or become, as it already 
largely is, dependent on undependable 
and increasingly expemive :foreign 
sources of energy. To expend $30 billion 
on foreign sources of energy in 1980 will 
adversely affect the value o! the dollar 
in a way that can easily be imagined. 

The growing insecurity o! the United 
States was demonstrated again recently 
at the Algerian conference of 76 non
alined nations. It became evident there 
that we have not only strained our ties 
in Western Europe and Japan; we have 
become increasingly powerless in the 
third world, where 70 percent of mankind 
lives. And yet we are increasingly de
pendent upon that third world for raw 
materials, including oil and gas. 

A real commitment to national security 
will require expenditures to increase the 
production of raw materials at home 
and to provide development assistance 
abroad. The United States rushes in with 
humanitarian assistance in Western 
Africa, Bangladesh, perhaps next in 
North Vietnam-but t,oo rarely with 
other nations to cement mutually profit
able and amicable relations and self
sufficiency in the angry third world. 

A real commitment to national security 
will require both bilateral and multi
lateral development assistance abroad. 
World prosperity, stab111ty, and peace 



31510 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENA TE September 26, 1973 

simply cannot survive the gulf between 
the have- and have-not nations. 

The Japanese now control far greater 
sources of raw materials in the world 
through economic might than they ever 
did through force of arms. Neither force 
of arms nor neocolonialist adventures 
will guarantee us adequate sow·ces of raw 
materials. Our influence will depend on 
good will and our trading position. It 
does not require nuclear aircraft carriers 
or massive ground forces. To the con
trary, excessive spending on such pur
poses can be dangerously counterproduc
tive. 

With our assistance, Japan plowed its 
wealth back into the creation of more 
wealth, not into unproductive weapons 
systems. So did the West Germans. And 
while both economies face dislocations in 
the future, those nations rose from the 
ashes of World War II to become our 
principal economic competitors. The dol
lar is weak. The yen and the deutsche
mark are strong. 

Perhaps, as we enter a new and de
manding era in our foreign relations, we 
can profit by the example of these two 
once-ruined nations. 

vrn 
No nation in the world is as secure mil

itarily as the United States. Unlike the 
Soviet Union and the People's Republic 
of China, we look across ow· borders at 
countries that wish us well. We are for
tunate in our friends in Europe and in 
Asia. 

We have every reason to behave not 
like a frightened giant, but like the se
cure and well-defended Nation that we 
are. 

Some of these suggestions will be 
viewed. by the pragmatists who have for 
so long held sway, as visionary or naive. 
Yet it is these very pragmatists who have 
served up, in the past, realistic policies 
that have been discredited by events. It is 
these pragmatists who have proven
without themselves perceiving-that a 
different vision of the future, and a clea1·
er understanding of our past, are what we 
now most need. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration of 
the unfinished business, H.R. 9286, which 
will be stated by tit!e. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 9286) to authorize appropria

tions during the fiscal year 1974 for procure
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, 
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other 
weapons, and research, development, test 
and evaluation, for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel strength 
for each active duty component and of the 
Selected Reserve of each reserve compo
nent of the Armed Forces, and the military 
training student loads, and for other 
purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The pending question is on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), No. 538, to 
amendment No. 527. There will be 2 hours 
of debate. 

The Mansfield amendment is as 
follows: 

In lieu of the language proposed to be 
inserted, insert the following: 

SEC. • (a) The Secretary of Defense shall 
take such action as may be necessary to re
duce, by not less than 50 per centum, the 
number of military forces of the United 
States assigned to duty in foreign countries 
on March 1, 1973. Such reduction shall be 
completed not later than June 30, 1976; and 
not less than one-fourth of the total reduc
tion required to be made shall be completed 
prior to July 1, 1974, and not less than one
half of such total reduction shall be com
pleted prior to July 1, 1975. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, no funds may be expended on or 
after July 1, 1974, to support or maintain 
military forces of the United States assigned 
to duty in foreign countries if the number 
of such forces so assigned to such duty on or 
after such date exceeds a number equal to 
the number of such forces assigned to such 
duty on March 1, 1973, reduced by such 
number as necessary to comply with the 
provisions of subsection (a) of this section. 

( c) As used in this section, the term 
"military forces of the United States" shall 
not include personnel assigned to duty 
aboard naval vessels of the United States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
time I yielded to the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois should come out of the 
time under the amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be a brief quorum call, with the time 
charged to both sides. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEVENSON) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in my 
opinion. the Senate and Congress are 
going hog wild so far as expenditures for 
the Department of Defense are con
cerned. 

Yesterday, the Senate agreed to the 
Cannon amendment, which will add al
most a half billion dollars to the bill now 
under discussion. 

Furthermore, the Senate adopted the 
Hartke recomputation amendment, 
which will add something on the order of 
$300 million this year; and by the end 
of the century, for under 1 million mili
tary retirees who fall within the par
ticular category which this amendment 
would embrace, the figure has been esti
mated at $25 billion. 

I wonder when we are going to wake up 
to the realities of the economic situation 
which confronts this Nation today and 
not be dragged in and bowed down by 
lobbyists from the outside who run up 
and down the corridors of the Senate 
Office Buildings-and they are lobbyists 
who hold the highest ranks in the armed 
services. They want their particular gim
micks and gadgets, and they will twist 
arms, and the Senate will bow down to 
that twisting. 

I think we ought to recognize the fact
and this is reiteration-that something 
on the order of 60 percent of defense 
cost is encompassed within the area of 

personnel. We ought to recognize that 
we are spending overseas at the present 
time something on the order of $30 bil
lion a year to maintain our installations, 
personnel, dependents, U.S. civilian em
ployees, and foreign nationals employed 
by the Government at these installations. 

I wonder whether we mean it when 
we say that we are going to undercut the 
President's budget request this year as 
we have in the past 4 years and beyond 
or whether we are just playing games in 
voting for these authorizations in the 
hope that the Appropriations Committee 
will reduce them and thereby save us 
some discomfort and some shame. 

This is a most serious proposition 
which confronts the Nation today and 
we ought to put our money where our 
mouths are because the time is past when 
we can duck and dodge and weave away. 
The economic situation in this Nation is 
too grave. Inflation is too rampant and 
the potential prospects are too disastrou..c;. 

I should like to read to my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle a statement 
made by a man I consider a real conser
vative. When I speak of a real conserva
tive I mean a person who is not imbedded 
in his idea that everything he says or 
does is right but who believes in what he 
advocates and, at the same time is will
ing to look at the other side of the coin. 
I read from the statement: 

The key to all the problems before this 
Congress lies in the size of our mill tary 
budget. 

May I say, apropos of that, that we 
have been told in no uncertain terms by 
the Secretary of Defense that the defense 
budget will increase for next year from 
$79 billion this year to $83 billion. 

I continue to read: 
That determines the taxes to be levied. 

That is, the size of the military budget. 
It is likely to determine whether we can 

maintain a. reasonably free system and the 
value of our dollar or whether we a.re to be 
weakened by inflation and choked by Gov
ernment Controls which inevitably tend to 
become more arbitrary and unreasonable ... 

We must not so extend ourselves as to 
threaten economic collapse or inflation, for 
a productive and free America, ls the last 
bastion of liberty . . . 

May I say, apropos of the quotation I 
am now reading, that what this man said 
at that time applies to this country to
day. Inflation, a free economic system, 
and the value of the dollar-those things 
sound awfully familiar. 

I resume reading: 
And finally, the policy we adopt must be 

approved by Congress and the people after 
full and free discussion. The commitment of 
a land army to Europe is a program never 
approved by Congress into which we should 
not drift. The policy of secret executive 
agreements has brought us to danger and 
disaster. It threatens the liberty of our 
people.--Senator Robert Taft, Congressional 
Record, January 5, 1951. 

A man who was a prophet before bis 
time, a man who had his doubts about 
the policies which were developing in 
relation to the stationing of troops in 
Western Europe in 1951. 

Senator Hickenlooper asked the fol
lowing question of Secretary Acheson: 

In other words, a.re we going to be expected 
to send substantial numbers of troops over 
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there as a more or less permanent contribu
tion to the development of these countries' 
capacity to resist? 

Secretary Acheson replied: 
The answer to that quest ion, Senator, is 

a clear an d absolute "No." 

Well may I say to my colleagues that 
what ~e are in the process of doing if we 
do not face up to our responsibility is es
tablishing as policy the permanent bas
ing of U.S. forces in Western Europe and 
elsewhere and we are doing it on the 
basis of oiitmoded policies. We are doing 
it because we are afraid to face up to the 
fact that the world has changed and that 
we should change with it. 

I am in receipt of a letter addressed to 
a colleague in this body, whose name I 
will not mention, but I will read the let
ter as follows: 

The present administration had assured 
the voters that our troops would be brought 
home and our Allies would be asked to do 
more for themselves than they had in the 
past. Yet, 5 years and 85 billion dollars later 
nothing has happened. In fa.ct, in your let
ter of July 18th, you take a less aggressive 
attitude than you expressed 5 yea.rs ago. You 
still justify our presence in Europe and the 
continuity of our forces there. 

You go on to say, if we were to termina~e 
our commitment, we could expect a drastic 
revision of the European attitude, with re
spect to trade and monetary issues as they 
concern the United States. 

Mr. President, may I say in passing, 
Just what have they been doing over 
the past several years? 

I just cannot agree with you in this con
clusion. 

If there is such appreciation for what we 
a.re doing in Europe, why have the French 
kicked our forces out of their country and 
forced us to establish new NATO bases at 
great expense elsewhere? Why are the Euro
pean Allies not living up to their commit
ments to NATO? So far as trade and monetary 
matters are concerned, if 1'; were not for our 
huge military expenditures in Europe and 
Japan and for some of our lopsided trade 
arrangements, we would not need their in
dulgence and support. 

We have deteriorated our financial and 
economical strength greatly because of the 
European arrangements which has brought 
on two devaluations of the dollar, high inter
est rates and our shaky financial posture. 
Vietnam alone is not responsible. It is a com
bination of Vietnam, Tokyo and Bonn which 
has shaken us up so badly. It is almost 
incredible that the Bundesbank today holds 
more foreign exchange than any other cen
tral bank in the world. 

Our present military arrangement has 
enriched the European nations, particularly 
Germany, and has impoverished the Amer
ican taxpayer. Can you imagine what Amer
ica could do with these extra billions at 
home? 

Do we not trust our partners . . . that is 
Bonn and Tokyo? If we do, why not have 
them rebuild their own defenses and while 
this is done, have them pay for the forces 
which are protecting them. Even the 30 
year war came to an end. Isn't there ever to 
be an end to World War II? 

A figure of 1 7 billion dollars is being used 
as our annual expenditure for NATO. This 
does not take into consideration our enor
m ou s expenditure for our weapons research 
nnd for the nuclear umbrella which we pro
r ide for all our Allies. Why should our de
f :::n se budget represent such a high percent
f ge of our total national income when that 
oi our Allies is only a fraction of theirs. 

The position you have taken, Senator, can 

only bring on a further deterioration of our 
financial structure, more devaluation, higher 
national debts, higher taxes, higher interest 
rates, more inflation, inadequate funds for 
the needs of the American people. This is in 
contrast to the prosperity prevailing in Bonn 
and Tokyo who have offered to let us bor
row money so we can pay for their defense. 

I fail to see how we can just ify our posi
tion in this matter any longer. After the war, 
we provided the necessary protection for our 
Allies. We paid for our troops. There were no 
negotiations. We did it all out of the good
ness of our hearts. Now that the picture has 
changed, we must go into endless negotia
tions with our Allies. Even when they do not 
know what to do with the money they are 
hoarding, they will not volunt eer to pick up 
any new expenditure without a long drawn 
out negotiation. Do you call this apprecia
tion for 25 years of services rendered. 

I certainly do not. 
Mr. President, on yesterday the so

called Jackson-Nunn amendment was 
agreed to. According to the press it seems 
that during the debate, which unfortu
nately I missed, the passage of that 
amendment seemed to indicate an un
dermining of the amendment which is 
now before the Senate. I would like to 
repeat again today what I said yester
day: 

The Nunn-Jackson amendmen t now before 
the Senate seeks to have the President ob
tain, through arrangements with the other 
NATO countries, payments by the other 
NATO countries of the balance-of-payments 
drain caused by the U.S. troops in Europe. 

A substantial reduction of U.S. troops in 
Europe and elsewhere is long overdue. How
ever, even after a substantial number have 
been withdrawn, I believe that any U.S. 
troops that remain should have any balance
of-payments drainage of the United States 
offset by appropriate payments by the other 
NATO countries. 

In my opinion, the amen dment is not at 
an inconsistent with the efforts to remove 
substantial U.S. troops from Furope and 
elsewhere, for that matter. 

Mr. President, now we find, and this 
ties in with what the distinguished Pre
siding Officer had to say earlier this 
morning, that there is an overabundance 
of colonels, Navy captains, generals, and 
admirals to take care of 2.2 million mili
tary personnel. There are more men in 
those categories today than there were at 
the end of the Second World War when 
the number of military personnel was in 
excess of 15 million. That is something 
I think we should think about. 

Mr. AIKEJ\·. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. While I think that pos

sibly the Senator's amendment goes a 
little too far too fast, I believe it is headed 
in the right direction. 

First, I would !~1':.e to say we should 
give the administration credit for having 
withdrawn about 700,000 troops from 
overseas, largely from Vietnam within 
the last 2 or 3 years, and having given 
up about 25 percent of the military posts 
in foreign countries. 

However, as I understand the Senator's 
amendment it would require 12.5 percent 
of our remaining overseas troops to be 
withdrawn before July 1974; 25 percent 
before July 1975; and 50 percent before 
the 1st of July 1976. Is that correct? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The figure would be 
not less than 25 percent in any l year. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. And I would point 

out that the Committee on Armed Serv
ices has reported a bill, the bill n ow 
pending, which calls for a reduction and 
discharge of 156,000 men. Any of those 
who were overseas would be included in 
the category in the amendment now 
pending. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wanted to make sure. I 
have felt and I even suggested a couple 
of years ago that we could withdraw 
troops from Western Europe at the rate 
of about 10 percent a year. If my arith
metic is correct, the Senator's amend
ment would provide for withdrawing 12.5 
percent the first year; that is, this fiscal 
year. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
Mr. AIKEN. Next year there would be 

25 percent of the total, and finally 50 
percent of our overseas troops would be 
withdrawn. 

I think I am correct but I realize it is 
a little difficult to figure out. I am glad 
the Senator graduated his amendment 
so that they would not all be with
drawn at the same time. It gives an 
opportunity for Eastern Europe and 
Western Europe to get together this fall 
to see what they can do toward reducing 

. troop numbers in both parts of Europe. 
I am inclined to vote for the amend

ment, but I still think it goes a little 
too far too fast. I assume, if approved 
by the Senate, it will go to conference, 
and undoubtedly this discrepancy be
tween what the amendment says and 
what I feel will be corrected. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. I ap
preciate the remarks of the distinguished 
Senator. 

Mr. President, may I ask how much 
time is left on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 33 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
·would like to call to the attention of the 
Senate the fact that the Secretary of 
Defense announced on August 22, a lit
tle over a month ago, that there would 
be more base closings and cutbacks be
fore next year's congressional elections. 

This would be the second wave of base 
cutbacks in about a year. 

The Pentagon in April closed, reduced, 
or consolidated 274 installations in 32 
States at a claimed savings of $3.5 bil
lion over the next 10 years. 

Sources said Schlesinger has not given 
the services specific guidelines in deter
mining which bases would be closed. The 
number could run into the hundreds, and 
probabiy would include some overseas
probably. There are 451 major bases in 
the United States and 323 abroad. 

Any new base closings and cutbacks 
probably would be announced early in 
197 4 when the next budget goes to 
capitol Hill-that would be the $83 bil
lion budget, and that is a bedrock fig
ure-but would not take effect until after 
the voters pick their Representatives and 
Senators next November. 

According to an article in the Allen
town, Pa., Sunday Call-Chronicle, it 
states, under the byline of Mr. Ray 
Howard, that it costs $56,667 to maintain 
a soldier in Europe: 
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We are spending $56,667 for every private, 

corporal, sergeant, captain, colonel, and gen
eral stationed in Europe. But official budget 
figures say that pay and allowances average 
only $7,550 per man. 

so what happens to the missing $49,117? 
Well, there is a lot of support needed, ac

cording to the Pentagon generals. That 
$56,667 per man includes food, shelter, guns, 
tanks, ammunition, helicopters, supply 
dumps, and other expensive toys. 

But no matter how you cut it, $56,667 
soldiers don't come off as much of a. bargain. 
By comparison, $10,000-a-year schoolteachers 
look cheap. And $9,500 cops look like a steal. 

According to a book, supposedly a top 
secret green covered book, which De
fense' Secretary Schlesinger gave to 
President Nixon-and this is under the 
byline of Henry J. Taylor, whom a .lot 
of us in this body know-the followmg 
information is of some importance: 

Incredibly, we have a. military presence 
today in 38 countries. 

Much of this costly presence results from 
42 treaties-some as obsolete as the Queen 
of Sheba's camel. 

Mr. Schlesinger noted to Mr. Nixon that 
we are spending neairly $5 billion this year 
on these presen<:es and that, almost ha.If of 
them a.re a balance-of-payments drain on 
the United States. 

Then SChlesinger included the crusher: 
Only a.bout two hundred of the citations in 
the 712 pages are officially listed as vital, even 
assuming the maintenance of five U.S. divi
sions in Europe to live up to our NATO 
commitments. 

And, Mr. President, we find, insofar as 
foreign civilians employed by the DOD 
are concerned, the following: Direct ll:ire, 
60 000. Indirect hire, 109,944. There 1s a 
total of foreign civilians employed in 
overseas bases, for which we pay, and 
usually in the overvalued currency of the 
country in which they are stationed 
rather than in American dollars, almost 
170,000. 

And what about U.S. civilian em
ployees of the Department of Defense 
outside the United States as of June 
1973? 78,870. What about the military 
and civilian dependents outside the 
United states as of September 1972? 
365,413. 

If we add up the military, the foreign 
nationals employed, the U.S. civilians 
employed, and the dependents, we have 
a presence in excess of 1 million people 
overseas almost 30 years after the end 
of the Second World War, and at a cost 
worldwide of $30 billion a year-not just 
NATO, which is $17 billion, but world
wide. 

There is not a continent 1n the world 
where we do not have American military 
personnel stationed, in one form or an
other, all in defense of the United States, 
it says. But I wonder, for example, what 
the defense of the United States is that 
calls for 1,000 Americans to be stationed, 
evidently permanently, in Bermuda, 2,000 
Americans to be stationed in Canada, a 
number of American military personnel 
in Antarctica, the Bahamas, Bahrain on 
the Persian Gulf, the Leeward islands in 
the Caribbean, New Zealand, Norway, 
Saudi Arabia, South Vietnam, Australia, 
Cyprus, Ethiopia, Greenland, Iran, John
ston Island, Midway Island. 

Well, these :figures give one cause to 
ponder. . 

Now, Mr. President, how much time do 
I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator now has 27 minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I will 
withhold the remainder of my time so 
that I may have a few more remarks to 
make when there are a few more Mem
bers of the Senate on the floor. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

The question before us is not a liberal
conservative issue as we define philo
sophic differences in this country. I think 
that it is a question of isolationism, 
whether or not we are going to retreat to 
Fortress America, which was indeed ad
vocated by a number of people of my own 
philosophic stripe a number of years ago. 
But I cannot think of any time in our 
history when a retreat into an isolation
ist posture would imperil the future of 
the United States more than today. 

Now, it has been a verity for many 
years that when you are faced by a pow
erful adversary that is bent on your dom
ination, then it is incumbent on you to 
keep your defense perimeter as far from 
your own shores as possible and as close 
to the adversary's shores as possible. 

And this is what we are doing. We are 
not in Europe for some altruistic reason. 
We are not there just to protect the 
Western Europeans. We are there be
cause the geographic and strategic real
ities of this world make it in the best in
terest of the United States for us to be 
there and for us to maintain a presence 
in various parts of this world. 

Since 1968 we have reduced the Ameri
can presence in foreign countries from 
some 1,171,000 to some 564,000. And that 
includes men in our naval vessels afloat. 
Actually if we were to subtract the men 
in our naval vessels from the total num
ber of those stationed outside the United 
states, the number gets down in the 
neighborhood of about 483,000, and that 
is all. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Se~
ator from Montana questioned our mili
tary presence in such places as Antarc
tica. I might mention that the military 
men in Antarctica are there for scientific 
purposes and not for military purposes. 
They have not combat capability. If we 
want to end all sorts of research efforts 
and scientific efforts in all parts of the 
world that are designed to benefit all 
mankind and not just ourselves, we 
could withdraw those men. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

would be delighted to keep the 250 men 
stationed in Antarctica. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, let us go 
further. In the Bahamas, there are less 
than 250 men. And they are there for 
communication purposes. 

In Bahrain we have very few men. 
They are there since apparently we do 
not want to produce cheap Louisiana 
and Texas oil but would prefer to buy 
oil from abroad. We feel that we should 
have some people there to look after 
our interests. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

happened to see a film the other day 

which showed marines training in the 
Mojave Desert in 150° heat. I hope 
that there is not any relationship be
tween that film and our men stationed 
in the Mideast to whom the Senator re
fers. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think 
that we have shown that the Marine 
Corps has proven its worth. The Sena
tor from Montana is a former Marine 
himself. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I must bow to the 
Senator from Texas, who happened to 
be a gunner's mate first class. I hap
pened to be a private first class. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, we have 
no military structure in the Caribbean. 
In New Zealand there are less than 250 
men and Saudi Arabia is the same case. 

We are talking about 50 percent of 
our forces overseas. These would be only 
a drop 1n the bucket if we were to bring 
them home. 

The Senator from Montana also men
tioned Johnston Island and Midway Is
land. They belong to the United States. 
That is American soil. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, Jf 
the Senator will yield, the Senator ha-s 
mentioned the bits and pieces. He has 
not mentioned the 42,000 in Korea, the 
42,000 in Thailand, and the 40,000 1n 
Taiwan. 

Mr. TOWER. I will mention those. I 
wanted to point out that we have less 
than 1,000 men in any of the places men
tioned by the Senator from Montana. 

The point is that this is an attempt 
to get us out of Western Europe, because 
if we call back all of our land military 
forces, including military attaches and 
every Marine guard everywhere in the 
world, it would only be about one-third 
of our total force posture overseas, and 
that includes Western Ew·ope and its en
virons. 

Why do we not say what this really is, 
and that is that it is an attempt to man
date the President to withdraw Amer
ican forces and reduce the American 
presence in Western Europe at a time 
when we are engaged in mutual balanced 
force reduction talks in negotiations with 
the Warsaw Pact. 

The thrust of the amendment is to 
undermine American foreign policy. It 
is to kill the mutual and balanced force 
reductions. Can one imagine the War
saw negotiations and the negotiations to 
reduce forces when the United States 
unilaterally does so? Of course not. 

I think that it would be an act of irre
sponsibility on the part of the Congress 
of the United States to say: "We will 
make foreign policy, and that policy first 
will consist of a concession to the So
viets that we will withdraw any of our 
military force structure that we have in 
Central Europe. We will pull out uni
laterally, and we will become isolation
ists and withdraw to fortress America, 
because we are tired of the mantle and 
the cloak that fell on our shoulders after 
World War II. We will leave the rest of 
the world to the Soviets. We will come 
back to America and let the Soviets bully 
and scare the weaker nations of this 
world. We will make accommodations 
with them and ultimately not only iso
late the United States from the economic 
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standpoint, but also from the military 
standpoint. We will become a second
rate Nation if we withdraw without nego
tiating something in return from the So
viets." 

What is proposed here today is that 
the Congress of the United States can
cel the talks on mutual and balanced 
force reductions. While we are engaging 
in the rhetoric of detente, the Soviets 
have been upgrading their military capa
bility. Since 1960 while we have been 
reducing our presence all over the world, 
this is what the Soviets have been doing. 

Their total forces have gone up from 
3 to 3.7 million. 

On the NATO front there have been 
made both qualitative and quantitative 
improvements. They have more divisions, 
more tanks, more rocket launchers, and 
more cannon artillery. 

As far as their navy is concerned, its 
growth has been very significant. They 
have more ships, more ship-days, and are 
capable of sustained operations at sea. 

In 1965 the Soviets had 6,000 ship
days on the major oceans of this world. 

In 1972 they had 35,000 ship-days. 
With respect to strategic weapons, they 

now have new long-range sea-launched 
ballistic missiles, a new bomb, a grow
ing family of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, and a successful test of a MIRV 
capability. 

They have had a steady annual 3-
percent growth in their military budget 
since 1967. 

In all of this time we have been re
ducing the total percentage of our budget 
e.nd gross national product that was ex
pended on the military. 

Mr. President, there is no substitute 
for the American presence in Western 
Europe. I think now that we are on the 
verge of a breakthrough and we are try
mg to live in an era of nonconfrontatlon 
and enter the era of negotiations-and 
I believe that the era of negotiation is 
underway-I think that a real detente on 
a basis that is consonant with the in
terests of both the United States and the 
Soviet Union is possible. However, I do 
not think that ls possible if we unilat
erally surrender to the Soviet Union on 
the matter of forces postured in Western 
and Central Europe. 

If this amendment should become law, 
it would kill the mutual and balanced 
reduction negotiations. And I think that 
it would probably initially lead to the 
end of the strategic arms limitation talks. 
There are those who believe that we 
should unilaterally disarm. There are 
those who believe that we should with
draw from the rest of the world and 
maintain a sufficient force to defend our
selves against nuclear attack. 

There are those who believe that 
should we unilaterally disarm, the rest 
of the world would bring moral pressure 
to bear on the Soviet Union to do like
wise. 

I have never seen the Soviet Union 
respond to moral pressure. Where was 
moral pressure effective against the So
viet Union in Poland and East Germany, 
in Hungary and Czechoslovakia? 

Mr. President, we have to view the 
world as it is, not as we would like it to 
be. At a time, now, when the Russians 
are ready to negotiate, we must be pre-

pared to negotiate from a position of 
strength; and there will never be a mu
tual and balanced force reduction in 
Europe and an accompanying reduction 
in tensions if we unilaterally withdraw. 

Should we unilaterally withdraw, then 
I think NATO would come apart. It 
would be demoralized. I might point out 
that the NATO countries have increased 
their contributions to NATO substan
tially, and the West German and British 
defense budgets both went up this past 
year, both in terms of actual deutsch
marks and pounds and in terms of per
centage of their total national budgets. 
So this is no time for us to demoralize 
them. 

In talking with people in Western Eu
rope, they say over and over, "There is no 
substitute for the American presence, be
cause otherwise you have the business of, 
if you withdraw, maybe we could, with 
German divisions, English divisions, Ben
elux divisions, or Italian divisions, defend 
ourselves, but we cannot replace the 
American presence, because there is 
something unique about the Soviets being 
confronted by the only other super
power in the world, rather than being 
confronted only by the weaker nations of 
Western Europe." 

So our presence is essential, and I 
think our presence serves as a deterrent. 
In an age when we are trying to end 
the strategic arms race, when we are 
trying to limit nuclear we.aponry, should 
we arrive at a nuclear stalemate, we 
certainly must be prepared to deter war 
on a conventional basis, because, facing 
a nucle.ar stalemate and removal of the 
threat of a nuclear war, aggressive na
tions might be tempted to mount mili
tary adventures on a conventional basis, 
if we do not have a conventional 
deterrent. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope the 
Senate will reject this .amendment. I 
know why the Senator from Montana 
has offered it, and I think there is no 
Member of this body who has a higher 
regard for the intellectual honesty of the 
distinguished majority leader than I do. 
or who admires him more as a man. But 
in this instance, I think he is wrong, that 
he is tragically wrong. 

We are all tired of the burden. I re
member Kipling's poem: 

Far-called, our navies melt away-
On dune and headland sinks the ::lre

Lo, all our pomp of yesterday 
Is one with Nineveh and Tyre. 

I know that we are tired of this re
sponsibility. We are tired of the financial 
burden. But we are turning the corner 
now on balance of payments. So I think 
we are in pretty good shape there; and 
as a matter of fact the maintenance of 
our overseas forces accounts for less than 
10 percent of our total imports into this 
country from overseas in terms of money 
spent, and that is partially offset by off
set agreements. 

So I think we must face up to our re
sponsibility, recognizing that it is in our 
national interest to do so, that there is no 
substitute for the American presence in 
Western Europe, and negotiate from a 
position of strength to bring about the 
reduction of tensions and the recognition 
of mutual interests between ourselves 
and the other superpowers, to the extent 

that some day we can have peace and 
we can bring the boys home. 

That day will come only if we maintain 
our current strength, so that we can suc
cessfully negotiate. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator_ from Virginia. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the Senator yielding 
to me. I agree with much of what the 
distinguished Senator from Texas has 
said. Certainly, I support the committee 
bill that pertains to weaponry and the 
amendments that would put the country 
in a better position procurementwise. 
I believe, too, that the Soviet Union does 
respond to strength. We must have a 
national defense second to none to pre
serve peace in the world. 

Yet I am going to support the amend
ment. I believe the Senator from Mon
tana, distinguished majority leader, is 
reasonable in his approach of a 50-per
cent reduction over a period of almost 3 
years-a 12Y2-percent reduction the first 
year and a 25-percent reduction by 
July 1, of 1976. We still have the Ameri
can presence that the distinguished Sen
ator from Texas speaks of. 

We know that our former Commander 
1n Chief and late President Dwight 
Eisenhower, the Commander of our 
Armed Services during World War II, 
said that the American presence was the 
deterrent to aggression rather than the 
number of troops in Europe. 

We have been in Europe not only dur
ing World War II, from 1941 to 1945, but 
continuously since that time, to a large 
extent as a part of the NATO forces. We 
have more than borne our portion of the 
burden of protecting the free world. 
With only 6 percent of the population 
of the world we cannot be the police force 
to protect the entire free world. I believe 
the people of America want to do their 
fair share but it is time for the other 
nations of the world to assume their fair 
share of protecting the free world against 
aggressor nations. 

I just believe that this is a reasonable 
amendment. I consider it is in the in
terest of the country. We have economic 
problems. We have balance-of-payments 
problems. I believe we need to let the 
rest of the world know that we will work 
with them; but that 6 percent of the 
people of the world cannot bear the bur
den of protecting the free world to the 
same extent that we have done it over 
the years. The results of the overbalance 
of our efforts in contrast with that of the 
remainder of the free world is evident 
in many facets of our life today. They 
need not be enumerated here. 

However, I commend the distinguished 
majority leader for offering his amend
ment. I intend to support it. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the dis
tinguished Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for 
20 years we have viewed a strong cohesive 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization sup-
ported by U.S. forces as essential to the 
fulfillment of U.S. objectives in Europe. 
The pending amendment, although di-
rected at all overseas U.S. forces, is 



31514 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 26, 1973 
nevertheless aimed at forcing unilateral 
U.S. troop reduction in NATO. 

OUR PRESENT POLICY 

In February 1972, the President re
ported to Congress our policy in this 
matter. These are his words: 

Given the existing strategic balance and a 
similar effort by our allies, it is the policy of 
this Government to maintain and improve 
our forces in Europe and not reduce them 
except through reciprocal reductions negoti
ated with the Warsaw Pact. With such mu
tual reductions now on the agenda of East
West diplomacy, this is precisely the moment 
not to make unilateral cuts in our strength. 

Mr. President, this is not the moment 
in history to make unilateral reductions. 
If the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Montana is adopted, what 
would be the use of our having meetings 
to try to get reductions? We would al
ready have made a unilateral reduction. 
We will not get a reduction on the other 
side. Why take away from the President, 
in this moment of history, the oppor
tunity to go into the conference and get 
a mutual reduction, rather than merely 
a reduction on our side alone? Unilateral 
reduct ion does not make sense. 

Mr. President, this policy was based 
upon the President's careful considera
tion of the diplomatic, military, and eco
nomic consequences of unilateral U.S. 
withdrawal, in the light of the U.S. long
term interest in Western Europe. 

These consequences are examined be
low. 

THE DIPLOMATIC CONSEQUENCES 

· A unilateral U.S. reduction would have. 
the following diplomatic consequences 
within the NATO alliance: 

First. It would undermine the Presi
dent's current diplomacy and directly 
contradict the U.S. commitment, stated 
by the President in his 1971 foreign policy 
message, and reaffirmed in February of 
1972. 

Second. It would confirm the fears of 
our allies that U.S. isolationist pressures 
were taking over and we were withdraw
ing from our role as leader of the Free 
World. What other conclusion could be 
reached if this action is taken? 

Third. It would remove any incentive 
for the Soviets to withdraw forces from 
central Europe. If we are going to with
draw and not require them to withdraw, 
too, why would they later even consider 
withdrawing? 

Fourth. It would weaken our Atlantic 
Alliance by creating doubt among our 
partners as to our resolve to maintain a 
strong bargaining position even during a 
period of detente. 

Fifth. It would make the mutual force 
reduction talks a farce, as the Soviets 
would know we are going to reduce our 
troops no matter what agreement is 
reached. 

THE MILITARY CONSEQUENCES 

Twenty years ago, the United States 
enjoyed a nuclear monopoly and had a 
relatively limited need for a substantial 
conventional capability in Europe. Today, 
when we no longer have a nuclear su
periority, a NATO conventional capa
bility is needed as never before. While 
nuclear forces remain, the backbone of 
our deterrent, our willingness to defend 
ourselves is made most credible, in to
day's strategic situation, by the mainte-

nance of strong U.S. and allied conven
tional forces in Europe. 

If we unilaterally move to cut our over
seas forces, here is what will happen: 

First. The delicate troop balance in 
Europe, already in favor of the Warsaw 
Pact, would become more one sided. 

Two. The NATO "flexible response" 
strategy, which seeks to avoid immediate 
resort to nuclear weapons in case of ag
gression by the Warsaw Pact, would be 
jeopardized. 

Mr. President, to me, the Senate should 
bear in mind that the lessons of World 
War I and World War II showed us that 
our defense perimeter lies beyond our 
shores. Forward deployment is the chief 
means by which the United States pre
vents attack against its own territory. 

Certainly the deployment of U.S. 
Forces in Korea has helped maintain the 
peace in that country. Likewise, the pres
ence of U.S. troops in Japan, the Philip
pines, Okinawa, and Hawaii bring a 
measure of stability to the Pacific. 

At present we are reducing our forces 
in Thailand because of the changing mil
itary situation. But, in my judgement, 
our overseas deployments have given 
strength to the mutual security treaties 
we have signed and have therefore 
helped discourage would-be aggressors. 

Mr. President, a fragile peace agree
ment is holding together in Vietnam. We 
are entering mutual force reduction talks 
in Europe. It is my firm belief that if we 
give the President the power to negotiate 
from strength he may be able to reduce 
our obligations overseas. 

This approach would be the responsible 
path to take. This approach would en
hance the chances for world peace. This 
approach would maintain the viability 
of our treaties. This approach would not 
encourage would-be aggressors. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge the 
Senate not to undercut the President in 
his efforts to reduce world tension 
through mutual force reductions over
seas. 

Mr. President, U.S. forces overseas are 
an instrument of the U.S. foreign policy. 
We all know that. They demonstrate our 
interest in world peace and support our 
treaty commitments. At present we are 
entering talks to achieve mutual force 
reductions. We have a new Secretary of 
State. It would be a mistake to preempt 
the President or the Secretary of State 
by requiring any reduction of overseas 
forces at this moment. Such reductions 
are in the making through mutual talks 
in Europe, or normal cuts such as re
duced forces in Thailand. But let the 
changes be made by the President. Let 
him have the flexibility. Why take away 
from him the military muscle adequate 
to bring about these mutual force reduc
tions? 

We know the Communists are not go
ing to reduce unless they have to reduce. 
If we have something with which to 
trade with them or negotiate with them, 
we can get reductions but if we unilat
erally reduce before these talks are held, 
what inducement, I say, is there, to the 
Communists to reduce? 

It would be a mistake to tie the Pres
ident's hands as this amendment would 
do. 

Yesterday the Senate addressed itself 

to the cost problem of our overseas forces 
by adopting the Jackson amendment. 
This amendment will require NA TO re
ductions if our allies do not increase 
their share of the military costs in West
ern Europe. Therefore, through the 
Jackson amendment, we have set a limit 
on our NATO commitment. We have 
taken a big step to protect our ~ollar but 
in so doing we have not undercut' the 
President nor denied him the flexibility 
to use our overseas forces as an instru
ment of foreign policy. 

Mr. President, we have in this country 
a great organization known as the Ameri
can Legion. The American Legion was 
organized shortly after World War I. If 
the policies of the American Legion had 
been followed in this country by Congress 
and by this Government, we would not 
have had these wars. 

They have adVocated a state of pre
paredness. They have advocated military 
superiority. They have advocated keep
ing this country ready. 

I want to say, Mr. President, that 
their position on this matter is one in 
accord with the thinking of the President 
of the United States. 

I hold in my hand a telegram from the 
national commander, Robert Eaton of 
the American Legion. 

The wire reads: 
The American Legion by action of the 1973 

National Convention strongly supports de
fense appropriations adequate to assure the 
President future effectiveness of our national 
security. Specifically we urge appropriation 
of sufficient funds to expedite development 
and eventual procurement of the B-1, the 
Minuteman III, the Trident, and air super!-' 
ority fi.g~ters for . Air Force and Navy. 

Listen to this next sentence: 
Additionally, we are opposed to imllatera.f 

reduction of United States troops assigned to· 
NATO. 

That is the stand of the American. 
Legion. 

If we adopt this amendment, we will 
be reducing troops in NATO unilaterally. 
I am sure the author of the amendment 
would agree that that is the case. 
. Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield for a 
question? 

Mr. THURMOND. Not on my time, but 
I will be pleased to yield on the Senator's 
time. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator from 
Montana grant me 1 minute to ask a, 
question? 

Mr. THURMOND. I will be glad to yield 
to the Senator on his time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I seek 
recognition and I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Rhode Island, and then I 
want to keep the floor. 

Mr. PASTORE. I would like to ask the 
Senator a question. How many nations 
in NATO have lived up to their commit
ments apart from the United States? 
Not one. 

Mr. THURMOND. Not very many. 
Mr. PASTORE. Not one. 
Mr. THURMOND. That is the reason 

we passed the Jackson amendment yes
terday to require them to do more. They 
have got to do more. Now, if they do not 
do more, we then will have a reason to 
reduce our forces. But why should we, 
on the eve of the mutual reduction con
ferences act unilaterally? 
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Mr. MANSFIELD Not on my time 

now--
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, who 

has the floor? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I have the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

HART). The Senator from South carolina 
held the floor and yielded to the Senator 
from Rhode Island for 1 minute. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield to 
me? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, do 
I not have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina does have the 
floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. I am very pleased to 
yield to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, let me say 
that we are, again, in Western Europe 
for no altruistic reason. We are not there 
just to defend Western Europe. We are 
there in the interests of the United 
States. I would say that some NATO 
countries have, in recent months, begun 
to live up to their commitments-the 
United Kingdom and West Germany. 
Some have not. But, really, I do not think 
that is the point here. 

We passed the Jackson amendment, as 
has been pointed out by the Senator from 
South Carolina, to require more of them 
to do so. The point is that we are there 
because it is incumbent upon us, when 
confronted by another superpower, to 
maintain our defense perimeter, our mil
itary capability, as close to them and as 
far from us as possible. We are there in 
the interests of the United States. West .. 
ern Europe is a principal trading part
ner of the United States. We are depend
ent on them as they are dependent on us. 

So it is in our interests to maintain a 
military force there, if it is going to deter 
any kind of military and political adven
tures on the part of the Soviet Union that 
would ultimately result in the political 
and economic isolation of the United 
States. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Texas. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Texas 
is right. We do not have troops in Eu
rope just to protect the Europeans. We 
have troops there as a part of our foreign 
policy, as I stated a few moments ago. 
It is to our advantage. 

Inasmuch as we are going to have this 
meeting on mutual reduction of forces, 
why not wait until then and let the 
President try to bring about a reduction 
on the part of their forces as well as 
ours? Why should we unilaterally reduce 
our forces at this critical time, just on 
the eve, so to speak, of the meeting for 
this purpose? 

Mr. President, on September 17, an 
article by the editor of the U.S. News 
& World Report was published in that 
great magazine, and I should like to 
read an excerpt from it. 

Malcolm Mackintosh, consultant to the 
London-based International Institute for 
Strategic Studies, says: 

"The Soviet Union is basically hostile to 
the United Stat s. It wo· 'd like to see a weak
ening of American power and influence all 
over the world. It would like to see America's 
alliance disintegrate and American resolution 
and determination to aid its friends fade 
and disappear." 

In plain words: To most Americans 
"peaceful coexistence" signals an end to 
dangerous tensions and the start of a period 
when defense and arms spending can be 
downgraded. To the Communists, it means 
that rivalry with the U.S. will continu3 to 
be pushed-by all means short of actual 
war. 

Their actions show this. For instance: 
Soviet military power is being substan

tially increased, despite the end of the draft 
and other military cutbacks by the U.S. 

Russia continues -:;o maintai:1 31 divisions 
in Eastern Europe to keep its g:·ip on Com
munist satellites when the U.S. is pulling 
back forces from most of the world and de
bating a cut in its troop strength in West
ern Europe. 

In the nuclear :field, Russia's development 
of a multi-targeted warhead-while not un
expected-is significant in direction. 

At a time when U.S. is a.ccepting--even 
encouraging-the development of ..... estern 
Europe as an economic riva:, Russia re.serves 
the right to provide "fraternal assistance" to 
Eastern Europe. This political rhetoric means 
it will use military force, if that is deemed 
necessary, to squelch independence. 

The Kremlin continues to probe for op
portunities to expand its influence at Ameri
ca's expense--for example, by making a se
curity treaty with India, promoting subver
sion in the Arabian Peninsula and encourag
ing the Arabs to use "oil blackmail" age.inst 
us. 

Police-state controls are being tightened 
against dissidents in Pussia. Meaningful con
tacts with foreigners are discouraged. 

In short, it is a needle in a haystack to 
:find any evidence that Russia's masters have 
really changed their ways. Their determina
tion to extend Communist rule worldwide is 
as firm as ever. So, if a facade of live-and-let
live helps for now, they'll use it. 

The danger has been cummed up this way 
by the British weekly, "The Economist": 

"The uncomfortable truth is that democra
cies are bad at dealing with periods of low
tension confrontation ... There is an almost 
universal human cesire to belie·:e tha,t peace 
is the natural condition of man, that armies 
are temporary nuisances, that conflicts of in
terest can be dissolved by a policy of good 
will. None of these things is true, but people 
like to believe they are." 

A leading European authority on Soviet 
affairs recently put the RussiaL strategy for 
ending the cold war in these words: 

"Above all, in Russia th• :e is the conviction 
that, in the long run, history is on the side 
of the Soviet Union. It is Brezhnev's and 
Kosygin's view tha,t when opportunities pre
sent themselves and there is no danger to 
the security of the Soviet Union, history 
should be given a little nudge." 

If the nudge becomes a shove, watch out. 

Mr. President, here we are confronted 
by a great power, the Soviet Union. We 
want a mutual reduction in forces; they 
claim they want it. If we, on the eve of 
the talks, unilaterally reduce our forces, 
what incentive is there to the Soviet 
Union to reduce theirs later? It does not 
make sense. The only language the So
viets know is force and strength. 

We should put in the hands of our 
President the military muscle, as I stated 
earlier, to go into those talks and try 
to get a mutual reduction on both sides. 
That is what we want. I visualize the 
time, if we give him the strength and the 
power when he goes into these talks, 
that we can get a sizable reduction on 
both sides, not just a few billions of dol
lars, but many billions of dollars in arms 
cuts and many thousands of troops. But 
we will have no chance to accomplish 
this if we unilaterally reduce our troop 

strength in NATO, unilaterally reduce 
our troop strength all over the world. 

In my judgment, this is a dangerous 
amendment. I hope the Senate will re
ject it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield myself such 
time as I may desire. 

Mr. President, in my judgment, this 
is a long overdue amendment. It is about 
time the Senate faced up to its respon
sibility and not depend on the American 
Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, or 
any other organization, because we are 
here to make up our own minds. Nor 
should we depend upon the lobbyists of 
the highest rank who have been patrol
ling and prowling around the corridors 
for the past week or so. 

Mr. President, we have heard the old 
cliches: retreat into isolationism; for
tress America; give the mutual reduction 
conference a chance. Thirteen years ago, 
I suggested that conference, and only 
now it is getting underway. 

Mr. President, it is time for America 
to replace a policy of foreign landbased 
military omnipresence with a policy of 
discerning internationalism. The amend
ment I have offered will stimulate that 
process. Its provisions are not complex. 
In brief, it will--

First, require a reduction by 50 per
cent of the landbased military personnel 
stationed on foreign soil over a 3-year 
period; 

Second, provide that at least 25 per
cent of the total be accomplished in each 
of the 3 years; 

Third, permit the executive branch 
total discretion to determine from which 
countries these reductions will be made. 

That should knock the NATO argu
ment into a cocked hat. 

The amendment simply recognizes that 
approximately 500,000 military personnel 
are presently stationed on foreign soil 
and seeks to reduce this figure to approx
imately 250,000 by June 30, 1976. The 
amendment would not affect or reduce 
the additional 100,000 military personnel 
afloat off foreign shores. Thus, under 
the terms of the amendment approxi
mately 85,000 military personnel must 
be returned to the United States by June 
30, 1974. The President would have total 
discretion from which countries these 
85,000 could be removed. 

For example, Okinawa and Thailand 
could account for the entire 85,000 if the 
President chose to return these troops 
home. Only foreign shore based military 
personnel would be included in the com
putation for eligibility for reduction. 

And, last, the amendment remains 
neutral on the question of demobiliza
tion of the personnel returned. It is my 
belief that the pressures to maintain a 
standing Army in peacetime through vol
unteers will significantly shrink the over
all size of the military force levels. In 
this respect this amendment would com
plement that forecast and complement 
as well the unanimous action by the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee which 
recommends an overall force level reduc
tion of 156,000 by June 30, 1974. 

The enactment of this amendment 
would be totally consistent with the 
Nixon doctrine of worldwide presence 
manifested by other than land forces on 
foreign soil. 



31516 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENA TE September 26, 1973 

Action by the Congress is long overdue. 
The United States has stationed overseas 
more than 500,000 military personnel. In 
addition another 100,000 of military per
sonnel are afloat away from our shores. 
Thus approximately 30 percent of our 
military force is stationed beyond our 
homeland. Not since the days of the 
British Empire-or, probably more truly, 
the Roman Empire-have so many been 
required to "maintain the peace" away 
from our shores. Many of our post-World 
War II military postures and weapons 
procurements, and those of the Soviet 
Union as well, have been imitative or 
mirrored responses to each other. When 
one superpower develops a missile the 
other responds in kind. 

If only that policy of mirrored action 
were applied to the stationing of U.S. 
forces on foreign soil. 

The Soviet Union has stationed out
side the Soviet Union approximately 
345,000 military personnel; of this total 
330,000 are stationed in Eastern Europe. 
It is presumed that many of these Soviet 
military forces in Eastern Europe are 
there for other than an external threat 
from the West. But notwithstanding the 
comparatively restrictive military over
seas policy of the Soviet Union, the 
United States is badly overextended 
abroad. The presence on foreign soil of 
so many U.S. military presumes a policy 
that heavily favors the military option. 
In fact it is my belief that the commit
ment and level of U.S. Forces abroad has 
determined our policy rather than our 
policy determining the level of U.S. 
Forces abroad. 

It is almost beyond belief to most 
Americans that our country maintains 
over 2,000 bases and installations on for
eign soil; that the Defense Department 
employs directly or indirectly approxi
mately 173,000 foreign nationals at these 
bases and the installations to support 
these U.S. Forces abroad; that over 314,-
000 dependents are stationed overseas 
with these military forces. Disbelief turns 
to dismay when announcements are 
made that bases and installations are to 
be closed in the United States and per
sons put out of work all in the interest of 
economy. Economy is a desirable goal 
but it should apply to expenditures 
abroad as well as expenditures at home. 
The impoundment by this administration 
of $12 billion for domestic programs; the 
devaluaton and other weakenings of the 
dollar over the past two years approach 
50 percent; all marshal attention to this 
policy of shameful overseas waste. It can
not be tolerated any longer. 

The amendment now pending is di
rected worldwide and not specifically at 
Europe. The public debate over the years 
has focused primarily on Europe because 
it is there that the largest cofl.tingent of 
U.S. Forces is stationed. But equally 
forceful questions can be raised to the 
U.S. troops stationed in Thailand-now 
about 45,000; or in Okinawa-now about 
40,000; or Korea-also about 40,000; or 
Taiwan-about 8,000; or the Philip
pines-about 15,000; or even Bermuda 
where about 1,000 men def end our na
tional interests. In fact, this amendment 
could be fully carried out during the first 
2 years of its operation by reductions en
tirely from the areas I have mentioned, 

Thailand, Korea, Okinawa, Taiwan, Phil
ippines, and Bermuda, without removing 
one soldier from the European theater. 

Where, incidentally, Mr. President, we 
have 134 generals and admirals stationed 
today, and they are not in the same cate
gory as the privates or the noncoms. 

But since Europe has become the sym
bol and for the opponents of any troop 
reduction, their strongest case, it should 
be useful to examine the premises and 
view the weaknesses of this-the strong
est case. 

Let us look at the realities that faced 
this Nation in 1951 which precipitated 
the stationing of four divisions in Europe. 
Let us look at the premises upon which 
the Congress assented and the repre
sentations that were made about the 
permanence of such a commitment of 
manpower abroad. Then let us look at 
Europe and the United States today, 28 
years after the war, 23 years after the 
initial stationing of these divisions to 
NATO. 

EUROPE AFTER WORLD WAR II 

World War II left Western Europe in 
ruins. The United States moved swiftly 
with the most massive reconstruction 
effort ever attempted with its Marshall 
plan-an effort that has proven success
ful beyond expectations. The institutions 
of Europe, political, economic as well as 
military, were in shambles. With these 
weakened conditions in Europe com
bined with the common perception of the 
threat of the hordes from the East a 
strong military presence in Western Eu
rope to complement the economic effort 
was rational. But the North Atlantic 
Treaty, ratified in 1949, did not com
mit U.S. troops to the European Con
tinent. The NATO Treaty did not com
mit U.S. troops to the European Con
tinent. 

In fact, the treaty itself made no com
mitment of U.S. ground troops to Eu
rope. It was not until 1951 that the de
cision was made to send four land divi
sions to Europe and congressional assent 
solicited to this significant commitment 
of troops. 

The history of proceedings before the 
Congress is very revealing. 

Secretary Marshall claimed at that 
time that there was nothing magical 
about four divisions. The level was se
lected based upon a judgment of our 
resources and their availability. If only 
the same standard were to be applied 
today. And why should it not be applied? 

But even more revealing is the ex
change that Senator Hickenlooper had 
with Secretary Acheson when it was 
made clear that each signatory to the 
NATO Treaty would unilaterally make 
its own determination of its contribu
tion of military equipment, manpower 
and facilities. In addition, Secretary 
Acheson envisioned the return of troops 
subsequently sent if the situation got 
better. And Lord, has it gotten better. 

But what conditions were envisioned 
in 1951 that initially warranted the 
troops to go to Europe and what thorny 
questions should be resolved for us to 
expect their return? Senator Smith of 
New Jersey sought this information from 
General Bradley in 1951 and General 
Bradley felt the making of a peace treaty 
with Germany-get that-and the state 

of preparedness of the other nations of 
Europe-get that-as well as the aggres
sive intentions of the East-get that-
were the chief irritants that justified 
U.S. action. How interesting that all of 
these irritants have been significantly 
removed. 

Nineteen fifty-one was, in addition, a 
time when the Korean war was under
way; China was an active enemy; the 
Soviets had come of nuclear age; the 
Southeast European flank was still 
threatened; the economies of Western 
Europe were just back on their feet; po
litical instability was prevalent in most 
West European countries. Strong men 
replaced strong institutions and pro
vided the cohesion for Western Europe. 
But even then the questions were raised: 
Should the United States commit four 
divisions to Europe as a deterrent to 
another European war at least until Eu
rope is ready to assume its own defense? 

The Congress assented to that request 
and the American troops returned to 
Europe to meet the threat that was per
ceived at that time. 

However real the threat then, has it 
changed since that time? 

EUROPE SINCE THE 1950'8 

When U.S. troops were initially com
mitted to the European Continent, total 
GNP of all European NATO countries 
was $46.9 billion compared to $831.9 bil
lion for 1972. The total exports from all 
NATO countries to the U.S.S.R. and 
Eastern Europe in 1972 amounted to 
$9.89 billion. The imports from the 
U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe to NATO 
countries totaled $8.67 billion. In this one 
area alone of trade between the blocs, 
the most dramatic change in climate 
must be recognized. 

But even more significant than evalu
ating not only the strength of Western 
Europe and appreciating the strong trade 
flow between East and West is the great 
number of events since 1963 that mani
fest as well as significantly contribute to 
the lessening of tensions between East 
and West. I have selected 82 events I 
consider significant since 1963, which I 
ask be incorporated at the end of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MANSFIELD. They range from the 

hot line to the nuclear test ban to the 
consular convention to the nonprolifera
tion treaty normalizing relations between 
Germany and Poland; to the Soviet-West 
German agreement on consulates; to the 
German treaties with Soviet Union; to 
the SALT treaty; to the signing of the 
treaty on relations between East and 
West Germany. But to many the threat 
of an all-out conventional war with the 
East remains the same. Rigidity affects 
not only the riletoric but the policy. Gen
eral Eisenhower, testifying in 1951 about 
congressional responsibility in the deter-
mination and the evolution of the level 
of U.S. troops in Europe, said: 

I do think that Congress ought to see a. 
respectable, reasonable approach, and the 
second they see anything to be, let's say, 
cockeyed and crazy, to get into the thing 
with both feet. 

Well, Mr. President, I think the time 
has come when Congress must recognize 
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that in the words of General Eisenhower, 
something is "cockeyed" about U.S. 
troops stationed abroad. President Eisen
hower later recognized that change was 
justified. He stated in 1963 that one U.S. 
division would be sufficient to fulfill our 
commitment to NATO. 

It is evident from these indicia of 
engagement with the Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe that the tension that 
existed in the early 1950's has changed 
significantly. 

It is time that the United States recog
nized the existence of its own policy to
ward the East. The policy of this Gov
ernment should be consistent, not one of 
engagement with the Soviet Union in 
trade and cultural exchange and con
frontation in military matters. There 
should be but one barometer by which 
this Government guides its actions to
ward the East. 

But we have many barometers that 
provide such different readings for the 
same phenomenon. This dual standard 
for rationalizing our policies vis-a-vis 
the Eastern bloc cannot withstand 
thoughtful focus. If our policy toward 
the East is predicated upon a desire to 
open markets and develop a mutual in
terdependency of East and West upon 
each other, that policy will yield bene
fits beyond the economic sphere as they 
have with increased cultural and edu
cational exchanges. It is a natural evolu
tion of the events of the past decade. 
But in the military sphere-in the NATO 
structure-what remains is a stale rigid
ity; a resort to old rationalizations from 
bygone years. 

THE MBFR 

Again and again over the years we have 
been told both by our own officials and 
those in Europe that some decrease in 
U.S. military presence should take place. 

But the time is never right for such 
action. Two years ago the argument was 
the policy of detente was underway and 
that nothing should be done that would 
disrupt the process, including the U.S.
U.S.S.R. SALT negotiations and the goals 
envisioned by Chancellor Brandt's "Ost
politik." 

Today we find ourselves in a new situa
tion. Success has been achieved in the 
first and most important round of SALT 
talks; the Warsaw and Moscow treaties 
have been concluded; the status of Berlin 
has been regularized; through the ex
changes of visits between President 
Nixon and Chairman Brezhnev a new 
and better climate has been created 
which allows us to talk about the Cold 
War in terms of the past. 

Despite this movement, we are being 
told that this is the "worst possible time" 
in which to take any action on the ques
tion of our forces in Europe. The bar
gaining chip is back. Negotiations on 
mutual force reductions are to begin on 
October 30 of this year. 

At the outset we were told by all the 
experts that MBFR negotiations will be 
even more complicated and lengthy than 
the first phase of SALT. Most informed 
and optimistic speculations are that the 
outcome of such negotiations after per
haps 2 to 3 years might be a reduction 
of no more than 10 to 15 percent on the 
part of those countries involved. 

Indeed, since the preliminary talks-

that is, talks as to whether there 
should be talks-were expected to take 
roughly 5 weeks and took about 5 months, 
my skepticism has been increased rather 
than diminished about MBFR. I really 
doubt that the United States can remain 
immobilized on the troops question for a 
minimum of 2 and possibly even 4 to 5 
years. So the argument to wait for 
MBFR really is a postponement of sig
nificant action indefinitely. 

UNILATERAL ACTION 

The questions of MBFR are immensely 
complicated even if they were undertaken 
in a bilateral framework. The positioning 
of forces, the proportionate reduction of 
one side as opposed to the other because 
of different logistical requirements will 
generate 19 different solutions equal to 
the number of participants at the con
ference. So the complexity of MBFR is 
magnified 19 times. 

The wisdom of the North Atlantic 
Treaty which left the question of spe
cific troop commitments in the NATO 
command to be decided unilaterally by 
each country is abandoned in MBFR. 
Unilateral action on such a matter is the 
only practical method. Any nation en
tering into negotiations whether bilat
eral or multilateral only agrees in those 
negotiations to what she determines uni
laterally she can do or must do in her 
own national interest. No negotiation 
with the Soviet Union would cause the 
Soviet Union to reduce any of its troops 
from Eastern Europe if the Soviet U:cion 
determines that those troops are needed 
in the Eastern European countries for 
other than protection against an exter
nal threat. In like manner, if the Scwiet 
Union senses a greater need for its troops 
on other frontiers, or if she desires to di
vert a greater proportion of her resources 
to non-military interests, then the ap
propriate reductions by the U.S .S.R. will 
be made-but only then. 

So unilateral action on our part to re
duce U.S. troops in Europe, while still 
maintaining our commitment with a 
more wisely structured but significantly 
reduced level of troops could very well 
stimulate a similar independently ar
rived at response on the part of the So
viet Union. This is not unprecedented in 
recent history. Unilateral and independ
ent actions taken by the United States 
and the Soviet Union for moratoriums 
on nuclear tests in the atmosphere pre
cipitated similar constructive independ
ent responses on each side which ulti
mately led to the nuclear test ban treaty. 
So the arguments that unilateral action 
cannot lead to constructive responses are 
unwarranted. 

Unilateral action on the part of the 
United States might produce surprising 
and constructive results. What people 
fail to realize is that the Soviet Union, 
ever since World War II, has not only 
been acting, but reacting, within its mili
tary establishment. Much of the Soviet 
force was created at a time when the 
United States had clear nuclear superior
ity. Most informed observers, here and in 
Western Europe, agree that the Soviet 
Union is considerably more conservative 
and suspicious than the United States 
because of its historical experiences and 
the character of its society. 

Yet no one seems willing to make al-

lowances for the inertia of this military 
conservatism in the U.S.S.R. We forget 
that the speeches by our NATO com
manders. as well as our political leaders, 
regarding need for NATO strength and 
readiness are read in quite a different 
light by the Soviet leadership than we 
intend. It seems a simple proposition, 
that they trust us no more than we trust 
them, but we do not seem to be able to 
absorb this view and act upon it. 

But even more significant is the Eu
ropean reaction to any removal of U.S. 
troops from the continent. It is an ac
cepted axiom that the Europeans would 
follow suit and reduce their conventional 
forces as well. 

What is the threat, then, that requires 
so many U.S. forces on the Continent? 
If there is a truly perceived threat of a 
conventional war from the East, would 
not our European allies who a re closer 
to the "threat" then respond by an ac
celerated commitment of resources? But 
no, they would relax as well, accept the 
detente and devote more resources to 
nonmilitary ventures. Then why should 
we, 3,000 miles away, assume such arro
gance as to perceive a greater threat to 
Europe than do the Europeans? 

I think the question presumes a ra
t ion al answer but there is none. It does 
highlight, however, the dominance of 
the military posture in Europe by the 
United States. Since the formation of 
NATO, there has never been a Supreme . 
Allied Commander who was not an 
Americ.an. U.S. perceptions of the threat 
are tolerated by the Europeans and why 
not--the United States is footing the 
greatest share of the cost. Since it is 
really our nuclear response that the 
Europeans wish committed, their toler
ance for our eccentricities-including 
the World War II conventional war con
tingency-is very high. 

It baffles me why a properly structured 
U.S. milit.ary force of one or at the most 
two lean, mobile divisions, in position to 
move rapidly along the German fron
tier-and they are in the wrong area 
now-would not be even greater insur
ance against any form of pressure from 
the East. 

It would be more realistic to the type 
of improbable .attack that might conceiv
ably come from the East. It would per
mit American forces to be engaged from 
the beginning, thus allaying any fears on 
the part of the Europeans that the United 
States would not be involved in the event 
of a quick thrust into Western Europe. 

THE FINANCIAL BURDEN 

Mr. President, I have not dwelled upon 
the question of budgetary drain and bal
ance-of-payments costs of our troops 
stationed overseas. I have deliberately 
left this point to one side in considering 
these questions because I believe the 
United States will bear the necessary 
costs to fulfill its international obliga
tions. Our history will show that. But I 
believe it is clear that the United States 
can fulfill its international obligations 
abroad with a significant reduction of 
U.S. forces on foreign soil. 

I believe a focus on this issue can be 
gained at last because of the competition 
for resources at home. But these re
sources will be saved, not by trimming 
our sails on our international obligations 
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but by trimming the waste from years of 
inattention to a rational international 
policy. 

The Senate is well aware that the 
overall costs of our commitment to 
NATO amounts to something in the 
neighborhood of $17 billion, including 
everything except strategic forces; that 
the direct annual operating costs for the 
approximately 300,000 U.S. forces actu
ally located in Europe amounts to ap
proximately $4 billion, and with equip
ment, over $7 billion; that the net bal
ance of payments drain because of the 
U.S. forces in Europe is approximately 
$1.5 billion annually; and that these fig
ures are growing daily because of the 
U.S. disadvantage because of inflation, 
successive devaluations of the dollar and 
other weakenings. 

A return to rationality on the part of 
the United States and its forces abroad 
would yield a very significant savings in 
resources to the United States. I have 
deliberately not addressed myself to the 
issue of whether the troops that should 
be removed from foreign soil should be 
demobilized. It is my opinion that a 
very sound international policy for the 
United States could be implemented with 
a reduction of 50 percent of the approx
imately 500,000 troops stationed on for
eign soil. 

The return of approximately 250,000 
military personnel would reflect the 
judgment that they were not needed to 
fulfill existing international and domes
tic obligations and therefore appropriate 
for demobilization. But I do not think 
that the question of demobilization has 
to be directly addressed at this time 
since I believe the pressures of obtain
ing a military armed force without the 
draft will to a great extent resolve the 
issue of demobilization. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, the time has come to 
set aside the rhet01ic of the cold war 
used to justify a status quo of military 
involvement around the world. 

The time has come to recognize action 
under a cloak of multinational negotia
tions that could take a decade or longer 
to recommend less than what is justified 
today. 

It is time now to respond to the spirit 
of detente, to the success of the Marshall 
plan and the current economic vitality 
of Europe, to respond to the realities of 
the 1970's, to respond more fully to the 
needs of our own people at home. 

I urge the adoption of the amend
ment. 

Mr. President, in referring to the 
Nunn-Jackson amendment agreed to on 
yesterday, for which I voted, I wish to 
disabuse anyone who feels that it was 
meant t.o undermine the amendment now 
pending. As a matter of fact, they are 
complementary each to the other. 

Mr. President, the Nunn-Jackson 
amendment adopted overwhelmingly by 
the Senate yesterday called for reduction 
of U.S. forces to NATO--that that was 
with respect to NATO, whereas this is 
worldwide--in any amount necessary to 
offset any future amount of balance-of
payments drainage not assumed by our 
NATO allies. 

I believe that overwhelming judgment 
of the Senate is necessarily predicated 

upon their evaluation of what the real 25. Franco-Soviet consular agreement. De-
threat of conventional war in Europe":ts. cember 1966. 
It has been my premise that the threat _ 26. Establishment of joint Franco-Soviet 

f t . al in i permanent commission. December 1966. 
o a conven ion war Europe s very 27. Establishment of Joint Franco-SoViet 
slim and in assessing national priorities · chamber of commerce. December 1966. 
there are many other threats both do- 28. North Atlantic Ministerial Council dec
mestic and international that are more laration emphasizing a willingness to explore 
real and more necessary for our limited ways of developing cooperation with the 
resources, and may I say our limited U.S.S.R. and the states of Eastern Europe. 
manpower. December 1966. 

It has been my premise that the United 29. Franco-Soviet atomic energy coopera-
States should not trim its sails on its tion agreement. January 1967. 
international obligations, that it should . ar;oi9;?nco-SoViet trade agreement. Janu-
bear any price tag to fulfill not only its 31. Kosygin visit to the United Kingdom. 
international obligations but to defend February 1967. 
itself against any real threats. 32. Fanfani visit to Moscow. May 1967. 

The Senate's action yesterday on the 33. It alo-Soviet agreement on cooperation 
Nunn-Jackson amendment implies an in tourism. May 1967. 
agreement with my assessment of the 34. Italo-Soviet consular convention. May 

1967. 
threat in Europe since the U.S. troops 35. Poland becomes full contracting mem-
stationed in Europe would be reduced, ber of GATT. June 196'Z. 
not in evaluation of the threat from the 36. U.K.-U.S.S.R. establish London-Moscow 
East, but in line with some arithmetic teleprinter line. August 1967. 
balance sheet deduction which would 37. Harmel Report of North Atlantic Coun
have no bearing at all upon an assess- ell proposes discussion of mutual and bal
ment of a real threat. a.need force reductions in Central Europe. 

December 1967. 
Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 38. Announcement of plans for joint 

my amendment. Franco-Soviet space research. January 1968. 
ExHmIT 1 39. Prime Minister Wilson's visit to the 

EVENTS FROM 1963 T O 1973 WHICH SIGNIFI• 
CANTLY CONTRmUTED TO THE LESSENING OF 
TENSIONS BETWEEN EAST AND WEST 

1. Renewal of Franco-SoViet trade agree
ment. February 1973. 

2. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement to establish an 
emergency communications link (hot line). 
June 1963. 

3. Tripartite treaty banning nuclear weap
ons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, 
and under water. October 1963. 

4. Apprpval by President Kennedy of U.S. 
wheat sales to the U.S.S.R. October 1963. 

6. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement of exchanges in 
the scientific, technical, educational, cul
tural, and other fields. February 1964. (Re
newal) 

6. U.S. restores MFN treatment to Yugo
slavia and Poland. March 1964. 

7. Renewal of U.S.-U.S.S.R. trade agree
ment. April 1964. 

a. U.S.-Romanian trade discussions. May 
1964. 

9. U.S.-U.S.S.R. consular agreement. Signed 
June 1964. Ratified March 1967. 

10. French-Soviet trade agreement. Sep
tember 1964. 

11. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on cooperation 
in desalination of sea water. November 1964. 

12. Warsaw Pact Political Consultative 
Committee approval of the Rapacki sugges
tion for a conference on European security. 
January 1966. 

13. Franco-Soviet color television agree
ment. March 1966. 

14. Italo-Soviet agreement on joint coop
eration in peaceful uses of atomic energy. 
October 1965. 

15. U.S.-U.S.S.R. consular convention. De
cember 1965. 

16. Italo-Soviet cultural agreement. Feb-
ruary 1966. . 

17. Italo-Soviet economic, scientific, and 
technical cooperation agreement. April 1966. 

18. Yugoslavia becomes full contracting 
party to GATT. April 1966. 

19. De Gaulle's visit to the U.S.S.R. June 
1966. 

20. Franco-Soviet sclentlflc, technical, and 
.economic agreement. June 1966. 

21. Franco-Soviet space research agree
ment. June 1966. 

22. Fiat-Soviet agreement for construction 
of a Fiat factory in Russia. August 1966. 

23. Renault and Peugeot agreements with 
the U .S.S.R. regarding cooperation with So
viet motor industry. October 1966. 

24. Kosygin's visit to France. December 
1966. 

U.S.S.R. January 1968. 
40. U.K.-U.S.S.R. scientific and technologi

cal agreement. January 1968. 
41. NATO declaration calling for discus

sions of mutual and balanced force reduc
tions. June 1968. 

42. Signature of the non-proliferation 
treaty on nuclear weapons. July 1968. 

43. Natural gas delivery contract consum
. mated between the State of Bavaria and the 

U.S.S.R. September 1968. 
44. U.K.-U.S.S.R. civil air agreement. De

cember 1969. 
45. Franco-soviet civil air agreement. De

cember 1969. 
46. Italo-Soviet long-term agreement on 

the supply of Soviet natur.al gas to Italy. 
December 1969. 

47. Soviet-West German agreements _ on 
supply of Soviet natural gas to West Ger
many. February 1970. 

48. Opening in Vienna of U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
negotiations on strategic arms limitation 
(SALT). April 1970. 

49. NATO declaraition on mutual and bal
,a,nced force reductions. May 1970. 

50. Signing of non-aggression treaty be
. tween the Federal Republic of Germany and 
the Soviet Union. August 1970. 

61. President Pompidou's visit to the 
U.S.S.R. October 1970. 

62. Signing of Franco-Soviet protocol on 
Franco-Soviet political cooperation. October 
1970. 

53. Signing of treaty of normalization of 
relations between the Federal Republic of 
Germany and Poland. December 1970. 

54. Creation of .a new basis for SALT nego
tiations. May 1971. 

56. Ouster of hard-line East German Com
munist leader Walter mbricht. May 1971. 

56. Resumption of SALT negotiations. July 
1971. 

57. Soviet-West German agreement to open 
consulates in Hamburg and Leningrad. July 
1971. 

68. Signature of first part of quadripartite 
, agreement on Berlin. September 1971. 

59. Chancellor Brandt's visit to the U.S.S.R. 
September 1971. 

60. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on exchanging 
lruormatlon on certain missile testing ac
tivities. September 1971. 

61. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on improving 
the "hot line" between Washington and Mos
cow. September 1971. 

62. Secretary Brezhnev's visit to France, 
October 1971. 

63. Franco-Soviet agreement on economic 

. 
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technical and industrial cooperation. ~Octo
ber 1971. 

64. Romania. becomes a. full contracting 
party to GATT. November 1971. 

65. Soviet-West German civil a.lr agree
ment. November 1971. 

66. Ratification by the West German par
liament of the West German treaties with 
the Soviet Union and Poland. May 1972. 

67. President Nixon's visit to Moscow. May 
1972. 

68. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on cooperation 
in the exploration of outer space. Ma.y 1972. 

69. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on cooperation 
in solving problems of the environment. May 
1972. 

70. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on joint efforts 
ln the field of medical science and public 
health. Ma.y 1972. 

71. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on expanded 
cooperation in science and technology and 
the establishment of a joint commission for 
this purpose. Ma.y 1972. 

72. U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on cooperation 
between the American and Soviet navies to 
reduce the chances of dangerous incidents. 
May 1972. 

73. Signing of the SALT Tre .ty. May 1972. 
74. Signing of the final quadripartite 

agreement on Berlin. June 1972. 
75. U.S.-U.S.S.R. three-year agreement on 

the export of U.S. agricultural commodities 
(especially wheat and feed grains). July 1972. 

76. Settlement of U.S.S.R. lend-lease obli
gations. October 1972. 

77. U.S.-U.S.S.R. maritime agreement. Oc
tober 1972. 

78. Signing of U.S.-U.S.S.R. commercial 
treaty. October 1972. 

79. Quadripartite declaration supporting 
East and West German membership in the 
United Nations. November 1972. 

80. Signing of the basic treaty on relations 
between the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the German Democratic Republic. De
cember 1972. 

81. Opening of preparatory talks in Vienna 
for negotiations on mutual and balanced 
force reductions. January 1973. 

82. Soviet-West German 10-year agreement 
on the development of economic, industrial, 
and technical cooperation, and cultural and 
educational exchanges. Ma.y 1973. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I now yield to the 
distinguished Senator from California 
(Mr. CRANSTON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the 
time available to the Senator from Mon
tana has expired. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would be 
delighted to yield some of my time to the 
Senator from Montana. However, I do 
want to afford people who want to speak 
on our side an opportunity to talk. There
fore, if the Senator from Montana would 
not mind deferring at this time, I can 
give an opportunity to some of these 
people to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty
four minutes remain to the Senator. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I will 
yield to the Senator from Alabama in a 
moment. 

The Senator from Montana said that 
35 years ago he advocated mutual and 
balanced reduction of forces. He is now 
tired of waiting. They are just now work
ing on the matter. It reminds me of a 
fellow who spent all night in a poker 
game attempting to draw to an inside 
straight. And when it finally came, he 
had thrown in his hand. 

We have finally gotten to negotiations 
on a mutual and balanced force reduc
tion. Why should we scuttle those talks, 
now that we have arrived at that point? 
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We will certainly scuttle them if we· uni
laterally reduce our forces while they 
continue to improve their- forces in vari
ous areas of the world, both quantitative
ly and qualitatively. This would be fool
hardy. 

The fact of the matter is that it is in 
the best interests of the United States to 
be there. The fact of the matter is that it 
is in the best interests of the United 
States that Western Europe not be de
moralized and that we not make any 
accommodations with the Soviet Union 
that are likely in the long run to impact 
against the best economic interests of 
the United States. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Sena
tor from Alabama. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I real
ize that the Senator is pressed for time. 
However, would he yield to me for an 
observation or question? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Rhode Is
land. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the 
Senator not too long ago said that we 
are in Europe for our own protection. 
In a large sense, that statement is cor
rect. However, we have to realize that 
Europe needs to protect itself, too. And 
the argument that the Senato:- from 
Rhode Island has made time and time 
again is that of all of the nations in 
NATO-and we have about 14 nations 
in NATO-not a single one except the 
United - States of America has lived up 
to its commitments. 

It stands to reason that if the other 13 
nations were to live up to their commit
ment, we could comfortably withdraw a 
certain amoun~ of our own troops and at 
the same time have the same number of 
allied troops in Europe. 

However, the fact still remains that 
every time we tell them about it and 
every time our representatives talk to 
them, they say that they are doing better. 
I will tell the Senate how well they have 
done. They have done so well that our 
dollar had to be devalued twice up to 
20 percent. And even the Germans who 
are really under the gun have not lived 
up to their commitment. Is that fair to 
the American taxpayer? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. Presider..t, I would 
like to note that the European allies pro
vide 90 percent of NATO's ground forces, 
75 percent of her air forces, and 80 per
cent of her naval forces, and there are 
10 Western Europeans under 2rms for 
every American serviceman in Europe. 

I would like to say further that cer
teinly what we spend on our troop com
mitments overseas is a drop in the bucket 
in terms of impact on the value of the 
dollar. I will tell you what impacts on 
the dollar, and that is the fact that we 
have to buy billions of dollars worth of · 
oil and energy from the Middle East. 
That is why we have a big dollar uver
hang in Europe; and one way to solve 
that is to provide some incentives for do
mestic exploration for oil and gas in this 
country. 

Now, Mr. President, I yield 7 minutes 
to the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. President, I commend the distin
guished majority leader for his steadfast
ness and perseverance in seeking to ob
tain a reduction of American forces 
based overseas., and I agree with him ab
solutely on the goal which he seeks. What 
I disagree with him on is his mech
anism. I do not feel that it lies within the 
province of Congress to control the place
ment throughout the world of American 
troops. 

I do believe, however, that the effort 
of the distinguished majority leader will 
be effective in hastening the day when 
the goal which he seeks will be accom
plished. I believe that an agreement on 
mutual reduction of forces will come 
about much sooner as a result of the ef
forts of the distinguished majority lead
er, and for that I commend him. 

NO UNILATERAL wrrHDRAWAL OF AMERICAN 

TROOPS 

Mr. President, one of the greatest 
dangers to the security of the United 
States, and the free world for that 
matter, is the belief or .hope that the 
United States can safely scuttle our de
fense alliances because there is no 
longer a potential enemy against whom 
we and our allies must defend ourselves. 
No enemy-therefore no reason for de
fensive alliances-so goes this simplistic 
and dangerous line of reasoning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, it seems to me that we 

have been swept up and carried off in a 
wave of emotional and unrealistic ex
pectations associated with achieving su
perficial accommodations with the 
Soviet Union. We seem to have over
looked the hard reality that the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union has 
never even for a moment deviated from 
its goal of world domination. In my· 
judgment we will be guilty of most 
flagrant wishful thinking if we are per
suaded to believe to the contrary. 

Mr. President, I can understand why 
the Soviet Union promotes the idea that 
Western European countries need not 
fear any aggressive intentions on the 
part of the Soviet Union and can, there
fore, divert defense expenditures to 
other purposes. I can also understand 
why the Soviet Union promotes the same 
idea in the United States. I cannot un
derstand how the leadership of Ew·opean 
nations and the leadership of this Na
tion could become mesmerized by such 
an obvious psychological offensive. Yet, 
here we are exulting in imagined glories 
of detente with the Soviet Union and 
find ourselves bending over backward to 
provide the Soviet Union with advanced 
technology, to rescue it from the effects 
of a severe feed and cereal grains short
age, to extend credits, and to bestow 
most-favored-nations trade status, and 
otherwise to contribute to the economic, 
industrial, and military potential of the 
Soviet Uniori. We are now being urged 
to reduce unilaterally our troop and sup
port commitments to our NATO allies
this, at a time when we stand on the 
threshold of negotiations for mutual bal-
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anced force reductions in Western Eu
rope. 

Mr. President, this reversal of policy 
did not occur overnight. We are witness
ing a logical extension of foreign pol
icies which preceded current manif esta
tions of wishful thinking. Let us try to 
put current developments in perspective. 
We will recall that over the past few 
years we have been in full retreat from 
a position of nuclear monopoly, to nu
clear superiority, to nuclear parity, to 
nuclear sufficiency, to a position of ques
tionable nuclear deterrent capability. In 
the process we have abandoned the pol
icy of containment of Communist ag
gressions-we have shied away from the 
responsibility for defending vital world 
trade routes so very necessary if we are 
to secure to our Nation adequate stra
tegic resources. Now, as if to top off our 
flight into the world of fantasy, we are 
called upon to undermine, if not sabo
tage our NATO Alliance by demands for 
unilateral withdrawal of our troops in 
central Europe, and from camps, posts, 
bases, stations, and ports throughout the 
world, in derogation of mutual and 
solemn obligations. 

Is it any wonder that our NATO allies 
may be asking if we are kidding? What 
possible reliance can be placed upon an 
ally which lacks a military capability for 
participating in a mutual defense and 
one which has also proven that its treaty 
commitments are worth no more than 
the paper on which they are written? 
Commonsense dictates that nations of 
the NATO Alliance cannot take seriously 
their obligation to come to the defense 
of the United States in the event of an 
attack, if we are incapable of coming to 
their defense or if we prove to be a poor 
risk in fulfilling our obligations. 

Mr. President, all of us share in the 
hope and expectation that the United 
States may reduce its troop and logistic 
levels of support in camps, posts, ports, 
and stations throughout the world. But 
we must not stick our heads in the sand. 
Such reductions cannot safely be accom
plished in Europe on a unilateral basis. 

Our majority leader had a lot of good 
things to say in his speech about the 
benefits to be derived from unilateral 
withdrawal. I cannot see it that way. I do 
not think good will come from it. 

Too, we all look forward to the time 
when the now economically prosperous 
European nations may assume a more 
equitable share of the cost of maintain
ing NATO forces in Europe. This end can 
be achieved by negotiations-it must not 
be achieved by repudiation of our treaty 
obligations. In this connection, it is well 
to remember that NATO forces, other 
than the United States, as the Senator 
from Texas stated, constitute about 90 
percent of NATO's ground forces, 80 per
cent of its sea pawer, and 75 percent of 
its air power. Now let us relate this pro
portionate composition of NATO forces 
to the fact that we no longer offer a nu
clear umbrella as a deterrent to Com
munist aggressions. 

The best we can claim is a nuclear 
standoff, if that. A nuclear standoff com
pels all nations to rely on conventional 
weapons and capabilities for defense. If 
the United States does not carry its share 
of responsibility for maintaining con-

ventional forces-why should the other 
nations of the alliance feel compelled to 
def end the United States in the event of 
an attack against us? 

Mr. President, I will leave to others the 
task of outlining all of the military and 
economic implications of a unilateral 
withdrawal of our troops from Europe. 

We as a nation and as a member of 
NATO have a right to demand that any 
reductions in force in central Europe 
be reciprocated and the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Montana does not make that insistence. 
The Soviet Union would be far more 
amenable to our propasals for mutual 
and balanced force reductions if we did 
not appear to be so willing to undermine 
the NATO Alliance before the Soviet 
Union has conceded anything. 

Mr. President, we have much to gain 
and little to lose in fulfilling our obli
gations to our allies, and I hope the Sen
ate will reject the amendment offered 
by the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes of my remaining time to the 
Senator from Montana to dispose of as 
he sees fit. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. indeed. 
Mr. BIDEN. The Senator from Mon

tana has been suggesting for some time 
now that we take the action that is being 
proposed here this morning, and there 
has been a great deal of debate surround
ing that issue. I have heard here this 
morning, as I have heard on past occa
sions, that the rationale for the cutback 
in the number of troops stationed in Eu· 
rope should be based in some way on the 
detente that has been referred to here. 
The distinguished Senator from Alabama 
a few moments ago said that we should 
not be mesmerized by this new detente
in other words, leading us down the 
primrose lane-that we might get our
selves into trouble. 

I am going to support the Senator from 
Montana, but not because I have any real 
faith in this new detente. I have yet to 
hear a compelling argument--and this is 
the question, if there is one I would like 
to hear it--I have yet to hear a compel
ling argument that would point out that 
our fighting ability, our ability to defend 
Western Europe, our ability to defend our 
own self-interest, that our ready force 
would in any way be affected by the pro
posal of the Senator from Montana. 

I have heard a great deal about the 
fact that this will demoralize our allies 
and that people around the world will be
gin to question our commitment, but I 
have yet to hear put in concrete terms 
the argument that we are going to be 
really jeopardizing our military position 
either in the world or in Western Europe 
or the military position or safety of any 
of our allies that we keep referring to. 

Is there any such argument? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. No; I would say that 

General Eisenhower figured that one di
vision would be enough to be assigned to 
NATO, but the NATO treaty does not call 

for the allocation of any U.S. troops to 
Europe. 

Now we have got 325,000 U.S. military 
personnel there. We have about 220,000 
dependents there now. In case of a show
down, what are the military folks going 
to do, face a potential enemy or look out 
for their dependents? 

What we have is a 7th Army over there 
which is having trouble with drug addic
tion and which has, in some areas, low 
morale. I think it is coming up lately. I 
would think that it could be streamlined 
and that a good deal in the way of sup
port troops could be brought home. I 
think also that it is a little bit ironic we 
take care of 300,000-odd military per
sonnel in Western Europe and we have 
at the present time 134 generals and ad
mirals. The cost is high. The imbalance 
of payments is against us. Our GI's have 
to suffer on the basis of a devalued dol
lar and a reevaluated Deutschmark, so 
far as Germany is concerned. It is quite 
difficult to keep up their morale on that 
basis. I also think that the dependents 
pose a problem-an understandable one. 

In my opinion, a forced reduction of 
about one-half could produce a lean and 
more compact force than we have there 
at the present time. 

Mr. BIDEN. I would be willing to in
crease our troop commitment if, in fact, 
the argument could be made substantial
ly that that was needed for the defense 
of our allies in Western Europe. If that 
argument were made, I would vote to in
crease it but I have not heard the argu
ment. The argument the Senator from 
Montana has made makes a great deal 
of sense to me and would better en
hance our position and our ability to de
f end our allies in their present posture. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be
fore I yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota, I yield to the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE). 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we do 
not have to increase our commit
ment---

Mr. BIDEN. I am not suggesting that 
we should. 

Mr. PASTORE (continuing). We have 
brought it up to 100 percent. We have 
more than 7,200 atomic weapons in Eu
rope. Some of them are obsolete. Most 
of them we do not have permission to 
use in case of an emergency, unless we 
get permission from them. They tell us 
that psychologically those weapons are 
helping but the fact is, for all of that 
psychology, the American taxpayer is 
sweating it out. 

All we are saying here is that if this 
peril is so great in Europe, why do not 
the Europeans themselves live up to their 
commitments? They do not do it. We do 
it, though. Every time we take out one 
soldier, they yell, "The Communists are 
coming, the Communists are coming,'' 
at the same time their money becomes 
very valuable and our dollar is reduced 
in value. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHILES) . The time of the Senator from 
Montana has expired. 

Mr. PASTORE. I got it all in in time. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Dakota is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I 
wanted to ask the distinguished major
ity leader if it is not true that the argu
ment previously given for maintaining 
our troops in Western Europe was that 
psychologically Europeans were afraid 
to allow us to pull our troops back, that 
they would make some kind of an ar
rangement with the Soviets if we did 
pull them back. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, that 
was one of the arguments; but so many 
arguments are made as to "the wrong 
time : " There is an election coming this 
September; or there is a conference in 
October. Every time the question is 
brought up, the roof caves in. But as soon 
as the question is done away with, it is 
all forgotten. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Since it has been 
used as a primary argument, I would like 
to ask the Senator from Montana if it is 
not correct to say that a new detente 
brought about by the administration does 
away with that argument. Their own ac
tions have done away with that argument 
and, therefore, it no longer exists as a 
reason to keep our troops in Europe. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor
rect. Absolutely. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from South Dakota has 
expired. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the fact 
is that this administration has brought 
about a new detente. I grant that fact is 
recognized here on the floor. But the ad
ministration has brought about that de
tente Qind I do not believe we should 
unilaterally withdraw troops from Eu
rope. There is a tendency to place this 
too much in a military context and the 
capacity of Western Europe to defend 
itself with or without American troops. 

I would conceive that ultimately if suf
ficient mobilization and funding could 
take place, European units could replace 
American units and perhaps they could 
be brought up to the combat effectiveness 
of the American units. 

But, there is a political question and 
a psychological question involved here. 
What we are trying to do in the Senate 
is to formulate foreign policy. Military 
forces are a tool of diplomacy and we 
must recognize that fact. If we strip 
away from the President of the United 
States the ability to use that tool with 
some degree of flexibility, we are then 
undermining the foreign policy of the 
United States. 

Now there are other things we can do 
in Congress, and there are many initia
tives we should recapture from the exec
utive branch of Government. We have 
been steadily delegating away our au
thority every since Franklin D. Roose
velt's time, particularly in the domestic 
field. But now we seem to be taking the 
initiative in the wrong area, in an area 
where traditionally it has been regarded 
as the presidential prerogative, and that 
area is in the field of the formulation 
and implementation of foreign policy. 
That is what we are talking about here. 

Mark my words, if we unilaterally 
withdraw our Forces from Western 
Europe, it will be taken as a signal, and 
the Ostpolitik will break out everywhere. 

I do not like to criticize the head of 
. any friendly government, but Willy 
Brandt, in implementing the Ostpolitik, 
did so in an atmosphere of declining 
confidence in the United States. 

He made a deal with the Soviets in 
which he got the worst of the deal. We 
can see that repeated over and over 
again. We can see nations weaker than 
Germany making independent accom
modations with the Soviets. 

Norway could-or the Norweigan sea 
could become a Soviet lake. Indeed it 
may already be one. The fact is that 
there is no substitute for the American 
presence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has now expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on page 1, line 
2, the number "50" be changed to "40" 
so that it would read "40 per centum." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, have the 
yeas and nays been ordered on the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have not been ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator can modify it then. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
has been a time agreement on it and it 
would require unanimous consent. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Montana? The Chair 
hears none, and the modification is so 
made. 

U.S. GLOBAL INTERESTS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we cannot 
lose sight of the fact that the United 
States is a world power with vital and 
far-flung interests throughout the globe. 
There are strong challenges to many of 
these interests, for they often conflict 
with the national interests of other coun
tries. If we are to maintain our own in
terests we must have a visible and 
credible means available for doing so. 
Our overseas military forces, far from 
being overextended, are at their lowest 
level since before 1960, while our interests 
have expanded during those years, as our 
economy has been extended into new 
areas. It is necessary to ask ourselves 
quite seriously whether we really would 
be wise to reduce this strength even fur
ther at this time. 

As a leading world power, the United 
States has a vital national interest in the 
maintenance of peace and stability 
throughout the world. In Europe, our in
terests lie with a free and autonomous 
Western Europe oriented toward the 
West, with a healthy, integrated Euro
pean Community and a stable perceived 
balance of military strength between 
East and West. In the Middle East, ow· 
interests are to see peace maintained and 
Soviet influence contained in an area 
daily more crucial to our way of life by 

. virtue of its vital oil supplies and its geo
graphical proximity to the Mediter
ranean Sea. In Asia, our interests are to 
maintain the freedom and autonomy of 
Japan and our other Asian allies, to mini
mize to the degree possible Soviet in
fluence in that area of the world, and 
to explore with due caution the de
gree of true relaxation of tensions that 

has occurred in our relations with the 
People's Republic of China . 

The United States now has a total of 
471,000 military personnel stationed 
ashore in foreign countries, excluding the 
United States, its territories, and posses
sions. I believe that a total of less than 
half a million troops is a singularly 
"lean" figure with which both to insure 
the protection of our extensive national 
interests and to maintain the peace and 
stability toward which we have labored 
so long and hard since World War II. 

SPmrr OF DETENTE 

We are hopefully on the brink of a 
new chapter in world history. The events 
of the past 4% years have increased the 
complexity of relationships among na
tions but they have also provided new 
opportunities to work out lasting solu
tions to mutual problems. 

As we move into a period of lessened 
tensions and increased negotiations, it 
is vitally important that other nations 
as well as the American people under
stand our policies and goals fully and 
accurately. Relations among nations 
tend to become more complex and the 
issues more complicated in a period of 
detente. But these complexities are com
patible with peaceful competition be
tween social systems. 

It would be unwise to fail to recognize 
the importance of the new spirit of 
detente, but certainly we cannot ignore 
the limitations of that spirit. Now, more 
than at any time in the past, we need to 
assure that our national strength i3 
maintained. 
THE IMPACT ON MBFR OF TROOP REDUCTIONS AT 

THIS TIME 

Mutual and balanced force reductions 
in Central Europe is one of, if not, the 
most significant political-military devel
opments on the European scene today. 
Preparatory talks were held earlier this 
year in Vienna among 19 states-12 
NATO countries and 7 from the Warsaw 
pact-and ·i;hese countries have agreed 
to begin actual negotiations in Vienna 
on October 30. 

MBFR is a major initiative of the 
North Atlantic Alliance. The Alliance's 
objective in these negotiations is to 
achieve a more stable military balance 
at lower levels of forces with undimin
ished security. This objective can be 
assured only through mutual reductions 
on both sides in Europe. 

There have been some suggestions that 
United States unilateral reductions would 
serve as an example for the U.S.S.R. to 
follow. This is based on wishful thinking, 
and there is no evidence to support such 
a contention that the Soviets would ac
tually follow such an example. Indeed, 
a unilateral United States cut would re
duce the incentive for the Soviets to re
duce their forces since they would al
ready have obtained one of their key 
objectives-reduction of U.S. Forces. 
Such action would invite the Soviets to 
await further unilateral unravelling of 
the NATO security structure. 

A unilateral United States reduction, 
unaccompanied by a Soviet reduction, 
would not meet our objective of a more 
stable military balance at lower levels 
of forces with undiminished security. 
The level of forces would be reduced only 
on the NATO side and unilateral United 
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States reductions of any size would not 
leave NATO's security undiminished nor 
add stability to the balance. 

With negotiations on MBFR set to 
begin October 30, this is not the time to 
make unilateral reductions. Such a uni
lateral action would destroy the chances 
for success in these negotiations and 
for obtaining the alliance's security ob
jectives. The allies have expended con
siderable effort and made significant 
gains in bringing the Soviets to consider 
force reductions as an integral part of 
the effort to bring about greater military 
and political stability in Europe. 

Finally, the President has pledged 
that given the existing strategic balance 
and a similar effort by our allies, the 
United States will maintain and improve 
its forces in Europe and not reduce them 
except through reciprocal reductions ne
gotiated with the Warsaw Pact. A uni
lateral U.S. reduction would run counter 
to this pledge and would severely dimin
ish our allies' confidence and trust in the 
United States. It would be a major set
back for the alliance and would greatly 
weaken allied solidarity. The adverse im
pact of such unilateral U.S. action could 
be expected to carry over to a variety of 
our relationships with our European 
allies, as well as with countries of the 
East. 

While I am opposed to the Mansfield 
amendment, I recognize that further re
ductions at the appropriate time may be 
desirable; therefore I supported the 
Jackson-Percy amendment which would 
reduce U.S. forces in individual coun
tries by the amount that country is not 
offsetting its full share of costs in main
taining U.S. troops. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Senate is voting this morning on an 
amendment, offered by the distinguished 
majority leader, to require a progres
sive reduction of U.S. military forces 
based overseas. After careful considera
tion, I will vote against this amendment. 

I believe that the changing nature of 
international politics now makes it pos
sible for the United States to reduce its 
farflung military deployments abroad. 
Within the next few years, I expect that 
sizeable reductions will be made, and 
that, carried out in an orderly fashion, 
these reductions can help promote de
tente and the building of new structures 
of peace. 

My principal concern, today, is with 
the future of NATO, and the manner of 
reducing forces on the Continent of Eu
rope. The amendment offered this morn
ing does not require a significant reduc
tion in our NATO forces. Under its terms, 
it would be possible to make most, if not 
all, of the cuts elsewhere. Yet I believe 
that, as a practical matter, this amend
ment would inevitably affect the forces 
we have assigned to NATO. At the very 
least, it would raise grave doubts in the 
minds of our European Allies concerning 
the intentions of the United States. 

In past years, I have voted for the 
Mansfield amendments and resolutions 
on NATO-ones requiring even deeper 
cuts than the amendment proposed to
day. And I continue to support the basic 
position put forward by Senator MANs
FIELD-that it is time to move beyond 
the postwar era of confrontation, and to 
find ways of reducing the role of military 

forces in Europe. For this reason, Senator 
MATHIS and I are offering an amend
ment to the military authorization bill 
that will help prepare the alliance for 
change. 

On October 30, however, important 
negotiations on this issue are due to be
gin in Vienn~negotiations designed to 
bring about the mutual and balanced re
duction of forces in both East and West. 
This is a hopeful effort long supported by 
the Senate majority leader and many of 
his colleagues. It deserves our support. 

I am mindful that the administration 
has consistently ignored concerns ex
pressed in this Chamber about the need 
to work for lower levels of deployed forces 
in Europe. For years, it has been dila
tory and obstructive. And I am mindful 
that there is no guarantee of success for 
these MBFR talks. They may, indeed, 
serve to delay rather than to promote a 
change in the structure of military con
frontation in Europe. Yet I strongly be
lieve that we in the Congress must give 
these talks a chance to succeed, by not 
legislating a reduction in U.S. Forces de
ployed abroad, affecting the NATO Al
liance, immediately before these talks 
begin. 

If the taL:s do bring about a reduction 
of forces in Europe, we will welcome it; 
i: instead they serve merely to delay the 
process of change-and to thwart the 
clear will of the American people-tr.en 
we must take appropriate action here in 
the Congress. Unless the Administration 
takes forthright steps to secure early 
&greement on troop cuts in the MBFR 
talks, I will strongly support legislation 
along the lines of · he amendment we are 
now considering. 

Let us give the admini&tration this 
final chance to prove its good intentions; 
and let us hold it strictly accountable to 
the Congress and to the American peo
ple. 

Mr. President, for these reasons, I will 
vote against this amendment at this 
time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

on this amendment has now expired. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment of the Senator from Mon
tana (Mr. MANSFIELD). 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT
SEN) and the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. STENNIS) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. CLARK) is absent because of 
a death in the family. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
CLARK) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) is absent 
on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) is absent because 
of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
TAFT) would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[No. 419 Leg.] 
YEAS-49 

Abourezk Hathaway 
Aiken Hollings 
Bayh Huddleston 
Bible Hughes 
Biden Inouye 
Burdick Johnston 
Byrd, Robert C. Long 
Chiles Magnuson 
Church Mansfield 
Cranston McClellan 
Eagleton McGovern 
Fulbright Mcintyre 
Gravel Metcalf 
Hart Mondale 
Hart ke Montoya 
Haskell Moss 
Hat field Muskie 

Allen 
Baker 
Bartlet t 
Beall 
Bellmon 
Bennet t 
Brock 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Cannon 
Case 
Cook 
Cotton 
Curtis 

NAYS-46 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Helms 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 

Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Schweiker 
Scott, 

William L. 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Kennedy 
Mathias 
McClure 
McGee 
Nunn 
Percy 
Roth 
Sax be 
Scott, Hugh 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Thurmond 
Tower 

NOT VOTING-5 
Bentsen 
Clark 

Pearson 
Stennis 

Taft 

So Mr. MANSFIELD'S amendment (No. 
538) was adopted. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to 1::-.. y 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will now resume consideration of 
amendment No. 517 by the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), on 
which there is to be 4 hours debate to
day. 

May we have order in the Senate? 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be in order. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my amendment 
as modified may now be voted upon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
tor will state it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it possible to now 
amend the Cranston amendment as 
amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
not be possible to now amend the Cran
ston amendment as amended. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, when 
all time is used on the Cranston amend
ment as modified, is it possible to off er 
an amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
no longer be possible to amend the Cran
ston amendment as modified except by 
unanimous consent, since the substitute 
therefor has been agreed to. 

Is there objection to the request by 
the Senator from California that the 
Senate now vote on the Cranston amend
ment as modified? 
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Mr. GRIFFIN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it possible if all 

time is yielded back? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. How much time do we 

have? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. One hour. The time 

is running. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

is now running on the Trident debate. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield 

back all time except 5 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

previous unanimous consent order the 
question now recurs on the Trident 
amendment, with debate for 4 hours, 
after which there will be a period of 1 
hour for debate on the Cranston amend
ment. 

Who yields time? 
SEVERAL SENATORS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recognized. 
Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President. I yield 

myself as much time as I may need on 
the amendment of the Senator from Col
orado (Mr. DOMINICK) and me. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President-
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a parlimentary in
quiry? 

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what 

is the pending business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending question is the debate on the 
Trident amendment for a period of 4 
hours. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, may we have the amendment read? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will read the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read amendments 

No. 517 as follows: 
On page 18, line 15, strike out "$650,700,-

000" and insert in lieu thereof "$645,700,000". 
On page 18, line 18, strike out "$3,628,700,-

000" and insert in lieu thereof "$2,800,-
900,000". 

On page 19, line 12, strike out "$2,656,-
200,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$2,603,-
600,000". 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I was 
shocked, dismayed, angered, and I do 
not know what, when I received a report 
of remarks made by the Chief of Naval 
Operations in an interview to NBC tele
vision, some of which were reported on 
this morning's news. 

I have great admiration for Admiral 
Zumwalt. I do not know whether it is 
the tremendous excitement or the desire 
to win that the Navy always has that 
motivated him. Unfortunately I do not 
have a verbatim report of what was 
said on NBC's "Today" show but I have 
here a rough paraphrase of the conver
sation between the admiral and John 
Cochran of NBC-TV, some of which was 
aired this morning. 

Admiral Zumwalt was asked: 
What 's this about Soviet agents on the Hill 

lobbying against the Navy position on 
Trident? 

Admiral Zumwalt: 
Well, I think for details on that you should 

look at the Alsop column a few weeks back. 
Admiral, you were quoted as alleging this 

long before the Alsop column. At a private 
session over breakfast with some Senate 
staff. 

Admiral Zumwalt: 
Well, what I said was the Soviets are using 

their people to influence the vote. That's a. 
courtesy we allow them in this country that 
they don't allow us in their country. 

What do you mean by their people? Em-
bassy people? 

Admiral Zumwalt: 
Embassy people and others. 
What do you mean by others? 

Admiral Zumwalt: 
Those in the news media. 
What do you mean by that? The Washing-

ing Post, the Times, NBC? 

Admiral Zumwalt: 
I mean people who work for the Soviets. 
You mean TASS? 

Admiral Zumwalt: 
Well, yes. 

He was then quoted as saying he really 
did not think the Soviet agents would 
be able to influence the votes of any 
Senators. 

One of the difficulties that faces a lot 
of us who work on the Armed Services 
Committee, who try to get hard evidence 
about what is right, is the oversimplifi
cation of the problems of the military. 
There is a great tendency from many 
quarters to simplify these issues. As a 
consequence, the first thing I find is that, 
all of a sudden, a man like myself who 
thinks a great deal of the military and 
who is proud of the military finds that 
he is called unmilitary. That is the first 
thing-that I am called anti-Navy be
cause I was a foot slogger in the Army. 
That is not so. The rudest thing is that 
all of a sudden one finds himself called 
un-American, unpatriotic, because once 
in a while he says "No" to the Army, 
Navy, or Air Force. 

Believe me, I have an editor in my 
State who knows how to say that. I hate 
to give him any publicity at all, but he 
knows how to put the old red tag on 
you. 

I think we have got to insist upon 
Admiral Zumwalt's coming here and say
ing directly what he means, because his 
statement is very fuzzy. I do not like to 
see this said about Senators who think 
we should not go too fast in our sub
marine development. I do not think they 
like to have this reflect on them. I think 
we ought to know which Soviet agents 
lobbied, which Senators they are calling 
on, and what was said. 

Mr. President, this is a disturbing thing 
and a disturbing note on which to open 
our debate today, but I felt I had to 
report this to the Senate. 

Mr. President, may we have order in 
the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will come to order. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the REC-
ORD at the conclusion of these remarks 
an exact, verbatim transcript of that 
portion of the 8:30 a.m., NBC News Re
port this morning which dealt with Sen
ate consideration of the Trident sub-

marine. Senators will note that the re
port contains film from my appearance 
on the Today program on Tuesday, as 
well as portions of a filmed interview re
porter John Cochran had with Admiral 
Zumwalt, Chief of Naval Operations. 

Earlier today, after my staff had an 
opportunity to talk with Mr. Cochran, I 
give the Senate a paraphrased synopsis 
of that portion of the interview which 
Mr. Cochran summarized by saying 
"Zumwalt says Soviet agents have lob
bied on Capitol Hill against the Trident." 

My staff has reconfirmed with re
porter Cochran that Admiral Zumwalt 
did, indeed, make such an allegation 
during the interview. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I must once 
again protest the unfortunate implica
tions left by Admiral Zumwalt's remarks 
and once again demand an explanation 
from the Admiral detailing what agents 
he is talking about, whom they lobbied, 
and how they lobbied. 

The NBC Report transcript ref erred 
to above follows: 
TRANSCRIPT OF NBC NEWS REPORT, 8:30 A.M., 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1973 
Reporter JoHN COCHRAN. "Senators Domi

nick and Mcintyre are trying to cut more 
than % of the 1.5 billion dollars the Navy 
wants to build the Trident submarine. 

MCINTYRE. "In my mind the Administra
tion is pushing very hard for this big new 
submarine to impress our Russian friends 
at the SALT talks so that we can come up 
with some permanent agreement on under
water craft. To me it's not a good reason 
to be spending this money at the rate they 
want to spend it." 

Reporter JOHN COCHRAN. "Adm. Elmo Zum
walt, campaigning for the Trident sub
marine, fears the Congress may not take the 
Soviet threat seriously enough. Zumwalt says 
Soviet agents have lobbied on Capitol Hill 
against the Trident." 

ZUMWALT. "The Soviets have a. host of 
ways, including the use of employees here to 
make a concerted effort to impact upon U.S. 
policy. This is a courtesy that is afforded in 
our Democratic way and a courtesy that they 
don't afford us in the Soviet Union." 

Reported JOHN COCHRAN. "But Zumwalt is 
more concerned about Senators Mcintyre 
and Dominick than about Soviet agents. 
With the vote set for tomorrow the two Sena
tors have about 50-50 chance of pushing 
their amendment to slow construction of the 
TRIDENT submarine." 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, as we 
all know, intensified lobbying-as the 
Navy says, "the giving of information"
has been going on. Yesterday the Navy 
made a strong point of the fact that the 
Navy performed very well with the Po
seidon conversion program and, there
fore, has demonstrated the capability to 
do the same with the Trident submarine. 
In fact, they made an allegation that 
about $180 million was saved in the Po
seidon conversion. 

The facts supporting this allegation 
are that while the total cost estimate to 
convert the entire fleet of 31 submarines 
to Poseidon increased by $300 million, 
from $4.57 billion to $4.87 billion, the 
increase involves only the procurement 
of missiles and not submarine conver
sion. Cost for submarine conversion ac
tually declined by $69 million, from 
$928.6 million to $859.6 million. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the Chair has done an excellent job in 
trying to maintain order today. I hope 
he will persist in that. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will come to order, if the Senator 
from New Hampshire will refrain. Will 
Senators please take their conversations 
to the cloakrooms? 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, there 
are a few faets about the Poseidon pro
gram that we ought to put on the record. 
The Poseidon program failed to meet its 
original schedule. It slipped a year and 
a half. 

The Poseidon program was a high 
priority program. The R. & D. section of 
the missile testing, of the first five mis
siles of that program, failed. 

It was such a high priority program 
that whenever the Navy came to the 
Armed Services Subcommittee on Appro
p1iations, no questions was raised. What
ever they wanted, they were given. It 
was a "blue plate special." As a matter 
of fact, during the years of that Poseidon 
program, the Navy was able to reprogram 
during the years several million dollars 
out of the Poseidon program and steer 
it into other programs because they had 
more than enough. 

So it is very difficult, the way this has 
been put together, to say that the Navy 
really had an undercost of $180 million 
that they claim. 

Then, I want Senators to realize that 
just the other day a report came to us 
that our Poseidon missiles had a 42 per
cent operational firing success. In other 
words, 58 percent were duds and 42 per
cent went off. 

As we look at the two programs we are 
talking about here, the Trident program 
and also the Poseidon conversion, I would 
also like to make this point: There is 
really no comparison between those two 
programs. The Poseidon program in
volved the use of a Polaris submarine, 
which had already been built, and modi
fying it to carry a new missile, Poseidon. 
The basic submarine hull and machinery 
was not newly constructed, and had been 
designed, developed, and tested under the 
predecessor Polaris program. 

The Trident submarine will be a com
pletely new boat from the initial 
conceptual studies, through prototype 
development and fabrication, and ulti
mately shakedown developmental and 
operational tests. It has not yet been 
built. 

The Trident submarine will be new in 
many other respects. 

It will be about a third longer and 
larger in diameter than the Poseidon 
submarine. 

It will have a new type of hull con
struction. 

It will have incorporated hull machin
ery and equipment tailored to the unique 
requirements of the subma1ine. 

It will have a new sonar system. 
It will incorporate missile support 

equipment to be used with the Trident 
1 (C-4) missile now under development. 

Putting all of these together into an 
integrated weapon system that must 
first be tested out is a thousand times 
more complicated and challenging than 
simply converting the Polaris submarine 
to carry Poseidon missiles. 

The Trident submarine will face the 
usual array of developmental problems 
which all new major weapons systems 
encounter and which will cause delays 

and increases in cost. There is no way 
to avoid this. 

As I have said many times, what we 
have learned in the R. & D. Subcommit
tee is that you must not go too fast; you 
must not try to design and develop a 
submarine at the same time you are 
trying to produce it. 

I want to give Senators a history of 
the Navy's part with respect to the 
Poseidon submarine. 

In 1957, we suddenly had a missile gap 
and everybody got excited over the dif
ference between what the Soviet Union 
and we had. 

So, we started cutting the Thresher. 
We had the Thresher, an attack-type, 
killer-type submarine. We started to cut 
it up. The first one was at Mare Island 
under Roosevelt. 

In the course of putting these ships 
together, we had something, in the 
Polaris program, like 10,000 change or
ders. There are not two Polaris sub
marines in our fleet as Polaris-Poseidon, 
as originally constructed, that are the 
same. The change orders involved im
provements. Even under that program 
today, as originally constructed, the first 
10 Polaris submarines built would be ob
solete. That is why we are not moving 
to make Poseidons out of them. They 
are obsolete. They presently plan to dis
pose of them. When we figure that some 
of those submarines have only been 
around for 14 or 15 years, they are pretty 
young submarines. 

These submarines should be good for 
25 years without any trouble whatsoever. 

Mr. President, I am now happy to yield 
to the distinguished Sena tor from Iowa 
(Mr. HUGHES) for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, before 
the distinguished chairman of the sub
committee sits down, I would like to ask a 
couple of questions concerning the state
ment contained in his opening remarks. 

As I understand it, the distinguished 
Senator does not have a transcript of 
those remarks from the "Today" show. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HUGHES. The implication of the 
remarks was to the effect that Members 
of the Senate were being lobbied by Com
munist agents, Russian agents, regarding 
the military aspects of this country. 

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator is cor
rect. The implication is fuzzy. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, in other 
words by implication and innuendo, Ad
miral Zumwalt implied to the Nation on 
a nationwide television show that Mem
bers of the Senate, as yet unnamed, have 
been lobbied by Co!lllllunist agents, as yet 
unnamed, which action may influence 
their votes on a U.S. defense system. 

Mr. McINTYRE. That is correct. How
ever, it has been reported that he said 
that he did not think the Soviet agents 
would be able to influence the votes of 
any Senators. 

Mr. HUGHES. That is a nice by
comment after these aspersions cast on 
this body. 

I think that as a result of those im
plications, the admiral should be asked 
to name publicly the Senators and the 
lobbyists, and if necessary it should be 
done in a secret session in this body. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I agree. He should put 
it down in black and white as to what was 
said and who was contacted and who are 
the lobbyists running loose in the cor
ridors of the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, this is 
the first implication of this kind that I 
have ever been aware of. If Soviet agents 
are lobbying or are around here. I would 
like to be aware of who they are and 
what they are doing. In fact, I am ap
palled at this sort of statement made on 
nationwide television with the implica
tion it carries without a sound basis for 
it and without stating publicly what the 
facts are, who did it, and why. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire for calling this 
matter to our attention. I would hope 
that if a transcript of whatever hap
pened this morning might be obtained, it 
may be made part of the RECORD. 

Mr. McINTYRE. We are in the process 
of obtaining it and will make it part of 
the RECORD. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I am 
happy to join in this bipartisan effort to 
restore the Trident submarine program 
to an orderly pace. The Mcintyre-Domi
nick amendment, which represents the 
carefully considered view of seven mem
bers of the Armed Services Committee, 
would give our taxpayers an $885 million 
break this year without in any way re
ducing the strength and survivability of 
our sea-based deterrent. 

Under the able leadership of the Sena
tor from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc
INTYRE), the research and development 
subcommittee explored the issues on the 
program at great length and depth. The 
subcommittee developed convincing evi
dence, in my view, to support the reduc
tions proposed in this amendment, and 
also powerful evidence to contradict the 
new arguments and scare tactics which 
we have been hearing lately. 

Drawing on these extensive hearings, 
Mr. President, I would like to present my 
views on this crucial issue. 

We are all agreed that the key to our 
strategy of deterrence is our fleet 
of nuclear submarines with submarine
launched ballistic missiles (SLBM's) . 
The survival of even one Posei~on sub
marine, with its 160 nuclear warheads 
each, could inflict such devastation on 
an enemy population and industry that 
any rational planner would seriously 
question the wisdom of launching an 
attack on the United States. Our current 
SLBM force is invulnerable to detection 
and destruction, and will remain so, 
according to the best official estimates, 
at least into the 1980's. 

Since there is no disagreement on 
the importance of SLBM's, the major is
sues are whether now is the time to 
proceed at an accelerated pace and 
with such great cost on the proposed 
program. The close division of opinion 
within the Armed Services Committee 
reflects serious doubts on these matters 
despite the unanimity of views on the 
need to preserve an invulnerable sub
marine force. I think this should be 
clear. 

The threat to our existing SLBM fleet 
is still hypothetical. Although Soviet 
ASW capability is expected to improve, 
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we have no evidence of any major break
through which would threaten the sur
vivability of our fleet. As Dr. Stephen 
Lukasik, the Director of the Advanced 
Research Projects Agency (ARPA) and 
the man responsible for the pursuit of 
the most advanced ASW technology in 
the Department of Defense, told the Re
search and Development Subcommittee 
on May 29: 

It is unlikely that a Soviet breakthrough 
in ASW could negate our Polaris-Poseidon 
forces before 1980 . . . there is, of course, 
the potential for Soviet breakthroughs tht.t 
could lead to deployment of an effective 
anti-Polaris force by the early 1980's. How
ever, the Poseidon, with its long strike range 
will increase the SSBN patrol area sufficiently 
to pose immense additional problems for any 
ASW sensor that can now be conceived. 

One should note that these "immense 
additional problems" for a potential 
enemy would be compounded by the 
placement of the Trident I missile in 
existing Poseidon submarines. The 4,000-
mile range of this missile would at least 
quadruple the ocean area of the sub
marines now carrying Poseidon missiles, 
thus further enhancing the survivability 
of our SLBM forces. The single most im
portant advantage promised by the Tri
dent system could be achieved by a 
decision to put the new missiles on the 
existing submarines. 
. Let me be very blunt about this, Mr. 
President. We had very accurate pre-· 
dictions about what the Russians would 
do in submarine construction and mirv
ing at the time that the original program 
was proposed in 1971. Nothing has 
changed in the strategic balance to jus
tify the accelerated schedule for the 
Trident sub. 

But if the threat really does become 
serious, which I do not expect, then the 
administration proposal condemns us to 
several years_of reduced survivability be
cause of its refusal to proceed as soon 
as possible with the conversion of Posei
don subs to Trident missile subs. 

Since the threat is still uncertain, the 
other major argun1ent for replacement of 
the current fleet is that of aging. While 
the SSBN's were designed for a nominal 
life of 20 years, the Navy admits their 
utility at least for 25 years. Thus, they 
should be serviceable a least until the 
1985-1992 period, as the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado pointed out yes
terday in the debate. And their life might 
be extended even beyond that for all we 
know at the present time, but at least 
that long. Furthermore, the Navy ad
mits . that it is not possible to plot the 
overhaul cost trend versus age. In other 
words, the Navy cannot prove that the 
subs are getting too costly to maintain. 

Admiral Robert Y. Kaufman, Trident 
program coordinator, told the R. & D. 
Subcommittee that "6 to 7 years are re
quired to design, develop, and deploy a 
new SSBN sub in an orderly manner." 
We therefore have several years before 
it is necessary to lock into a :final design 
on a replacement submarine for the mid-
1980's and beyond. 

The ideal replacement would be a sub
marine with several characteristics. It 
should have a longer range missile, and 
the Trident I missile will meet that re
quirement. It should be less detectable, 

and the technology is in hand even now 
to reduce significantly the detectability 
of current submarines if we choose that 
course. 

A replacement should also maximize 
our capabilities under whatever re
straints are imposed by a permanent 
arms limitation agreement. Yet if the 
current numerical limitations are made 
permanent, the United States would be 
able to deploy a maximum of only 29 
Trident submarines, instead of our cur
rent 41, thereby making it hypothetically 
easier for a hostile force to locate and 
destroy all SSBN's simultaneously. In
stead of waiting another year for SALT 
II negotiations to be concluded, however, 
the ~avy is accelerating its program, 
despite the admission that it will be nec
essary to take a good look at the Trident · 
design after a new agreement is reached. 

Mr. President, they admit that. But 
instead of slowing down the program in 
order to have a submarine which best 
meets our needs for the rest of this cen
tury, the Navy chose a very costly option 
at an accelerated schedule. I am not per
suaded that the much larger Trident 
submarine, costing five times what Po
laris submarines cost and twice as much 
as a new version of Poseidon, is the best 
way to go. Time and further tradeoff 
studies may suggest better alternatives. 

Our choice now, however, is not be
tween this design or some alternative, 
but between the Trident at an acceler
ated pace or the Trident at a more or
derly pace. Given that choice, I strongly 
urge the adoption of the Mcintyre
Dominick amendment. 

Mr. President, I have seen absolutely 
no evidence present-ed either to the sub-· 
committee, the full committee, or on this 
floor, that would make these alternatives 
more important today than they have 
peen during the course of the last 2 
years. It would seem to me that an or
derly procedure, as required and rec
ommended in this amendment, would 
be not only in the best interests of the 
future defense of this Nation but also 
in the best interests of giving those of 
us in this body, who must consider and 
weigh the alternatives, an orderly pro
cedure whereby to consider the latest in 
research and development technology, 
and every other thing necessary to as
sure us of having the best SLBM force 
in the world at the time that we actually 
need it, which, at the earliest estimate 
will be in the early 1980's. ' 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the 

.Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc
INTYRE) asked me to take over the allo
cation . of the time, and I yield myself 
such tune as I may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I con
gratulate the Senator from Iowa on what 
I though was an extremely forcible 
sp~ech,. very pertinent and very, I would 
think, mfluential in the process of this 
debate. 
~ can readily be seen from simply 

lookmg at the separate views which were 
cited in the committee report there is 
nothing partisan about this c'ommittee 

or this amendment. These views in sup
port of the Mcintyre-Dominick amend
ment were, in fact, signed by Senators 
MCINTYRE, SYMINGTON, CANNON, HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR., HUGHES, myself, ancl SAXBE. 

We are not dealing with a partisan 
issuE: here. What we are dealing with, as 
~ said yesterday and as I shall repeat, 
is a matter of judgment. 

For at least 2 years we have been deal
ing with the Trident before the Research 
Subcommittee, on which I sit as the 
ranking Republican member, and for at 
least 2 years we have been hearing the 
Navy, the Defense Department and ad
ministration witnesses trying to'evaluate, 
as a matter of judgment, whether the 
proposal which came in originally in 
1971 is the proposal which we should fol
low, or whether we should follow the 
accelerated program which was asked for 
in the fall of last year. . 
. Some of the Senators who have joined 
m the separate views have been for a 
strong defense, and still feel that way: 
There ~re also some Senators among 
them-llke myself, I might say-who 
believe that we have to take into ac-· 
count, in building our defense structure 
the economics of this country and th~ 
ability and the extent to which we can 
?r should spend taxpayers' funds on 
weapons systems. 

Yesterday we were told that if we did 
not allow Trident by 1978, we would. 
be facing an unbelievable threat from 
197_8 to 1980. We are talking, in terms 
of Judgment, about what we can foresee· 
~or the future. The threat may be, and 
it may not be. · 

The threat might be there without the 
Jntent. That has a great deal to do with 
the problem. The threat may be there 
with ~he intent, and then the question· 
is-and I think this is what we have to 
base our final judgment on-do we have 
an adequate defense against such a 
threat? 

It is my opinion that we have a better 
defense and will have a better defense by 
1978 to 1980 if we adopt the Mcintyre 
amendment rather than going along 
with the bill as originally reported. 

I think this may be the most impor
tant amendment to be proposed in this 
authorization bill this year. We have had 
debate on the issue already. Yesterday 
we spent 2 % hours in executive session 
discussing this system, and other sys
tems, this one being the most expensive 
weapons system ever proposed to Con
gress. I want to repeat that: the most 
expensive weapons system ever pro
posed to Congress. 

So I call the attention of my col
leagues who are here to the points that 
led me to the position of siding with 
Senator McINTYRE for what I think is 
a much rpore orderly development of 
this system. 

At t~s time in our defense posture, 
the Trident submarine and the Trident 
I missile, according to the Navy should 
be due in 1978. I am convinced that the 
continuation of the present schedule for 
the ~ssile, which would be 1978, and the 
readJustment of the pace for develop
ment and delivery of the first Trident 
submarine by 1980-which, after all, is 
a nuclear-powered platform for the mis
sile to be :fired from-makes sense eco-
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nomically and militarily, because of the 
cost savings involved and the nonexist
ence of any threat to our Polaris-Posei
don deterrent force. 

This year, if the DOD request were 
granted, the NavY would be authorized 
to spend $1.5 billion on this one system 
alone. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. McINTYRE. That is what I 
thought yesterday. But upon further in
quiry beyond the bounds of our budget, 
I find that over at AEC there is $200 mil
lion sitting there for the Trident system, 
and there is $194 million still left over 
from last year's appropriation, so it 
reaches almost $2,180,000,000 this year. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am glad the Senator 
brought that up, because obviously if we 
have more expenses for the most expen
sive system, then we just add to the 
weight of the problem that we have. 

Mr. McINTYRE. If the Senator will 
yield for just a second further, I forgot 
to mention, in addition to that $200 mil
lion at AEC and $194 million left over, 
there is $118 million under military con
struction authorizations, and perhaps an 
appropriation for the Bangor Washing
ton defense. 

Mr. DOMINICK. So we are close to $2 
billion on this, some of which is money 
held over from last year. Then they are 
asking for $2% billion for next year, and 
for the following year, 1976-or a total, 
without counting the extras the Sena
tor from New Hampshire just referred 
to, of $6% billion to be spent in 3 years. 

As I read the NavY justification for 
that kind of expenditure, their argument 
consists primarily of four points: first, 
the potential aging of the Polaris-Posei
don submarine; second, the SALT talks; 
third, the general Soviet naval develop
ment; fourth, a Soviet so-called Trident 
ship. 

In the R. & D. Subcommittee, we spent 
many days in hearings on the topic of the 
security of our naval deterrent force. In 
the hearings we concluded that the pres
ent Polaris-Poseidon fleet is, in fact, 
secure until 1980 at a minimum. The 
Polaris-Poseidon began in the late 1950's 
and the last boat was completed in 1967. 

The design life of the hull on these 
submarines was programed originally 
for about 20 years but has been increased 
and is now scheduled for 25 to 30 years. 
Therefore, it is into the beginning of 
1980 that we are talking about, when age 
might take its toll. Add 20 years to 1967 
and that would be 1987 at the minimum, 
so probably 1990 in order to make really 
any significant impact on that particular 
boat. 

I emphasize the word "might" here, 
because past experiences and the condi
tions under which these submarines op
erate led to my conclusion that the hull 
life cited is "minimum" only; namely, 
25 to 30 years. 

Much has been made of the SAL't' 
limitation agreement and the numbers--
44 subs and 710 missiles for the United 
States as opposed to 62 subs and 950 
missiles for the U.S.S.R. 

Merely looking at the numbers of the 
agreement, however, is a very superficial 

analysis, for there are other factors to be 
considered. Otherwise, we would never 
have signed that agreement originally. 

The types of submarines we are talking 
about are not designed to attack each 
other. In other words, the Trident we 
are talking about here will not be attack
ing a U.S.S.R. Trident submarine. 
Rather, both sides are using this type of 
submarine as a deterrent force. The con
sideration must be what their chances of 
success in that function are. There was 
no testimony before our subcommittee to 
show any Soviet breakthrough in ASW 
warfare to jeopardize our Polaris-Posei
don :fleet. 

At this point, it should be kept in mind 
that the subcommittee and this amend
ment go along with the NavY in develop
ing the Trident I missile by 1978. The 
deterrent is not the submarine. The de
terrent is the missile, and we are not 
now making any change in the missile. 
We are in a position where, if we are 
successful in finishing the missile devel
opment by 1978, we will have established 
the 4,000-mile range deterrent that we 
are seeking. 

Then the only question is, how are we 
going to fire it, if we have to? 

The answer to that is very simple. 
The NavY has given its testimony over 

and over again that it would be relatively 
cheap and easy to back-fit that missile 
into the Poseidon submarine. The NavY 
and the administration, however, want 
the Trident submarine, which is as big 
as 2 football fields and twice as large as 
any submarine we now have. It is a nu
clear-powered submarine which will be 
faster and, supposedly, quieter, and 
which will be able, therefore, to roam the 
oceans of the world in a much freer style 
than even the Poseidon can. That fact is 
hard to contemplate when we think of 
what we have done with the Polaris
Poseidon already, going under the ice 
caps, and traveling all over the world. To 
develop a boat the size of the Trident is 
obviously not only complicated but also 
an enormous breakthrough. 

The technology involved in our Polaris
Poseidon is superior to that of the 
U.S.S.R's deterrent-type of submarine. 
We will maintain our leadtime through 
the 1970's and develop a Trident missile 
which can be placed on the Polaris
Poseidon by 1978, or possibly sooner, 
thereby increasing the range from 2,500 
to 4,000 miles. It will give us much more 
room, in an underwater force-a missile 
force that can be a very effective deter
rent without building a submarine for the 
Trident at all. 

Also, at the present time, our Poseidon 
possesses the MIRV capacity. The Rus
sian submarines either do not or are 
merely starting down that road in re
search and experiment. When we talk 
about deterrence, we are talking, there
fore, about the missile. When we are 
talking about submarines, in general lay
man's terms, most people think of the 
Polaris, or they think of the submarines 
of World War II, or they think of what
ever we have had in the way of missile
carrying submarines since. 

We have been building attack subma
rines whose purpose is antisubmarine 
warfare as well as cargo warfare. We 
have five in the bill alone on which we 

are continuing construction, in order to 
boost our antisubmarine warfare capa
bility. These can be used against other 
naval forces including submarines or 
against commercial traffic. In addition, 
we are also in this bill authorizing the 
funding of antisubmarine aircraft. 

So when people start talking about the 
threat on the other side, we are already 
going along with what the Navy wanted 
in our defense capacity against that 
threat. 

The Trident submarine does not come 
in at all except as a deterrent. 

As I have pointed out before, the reli
ance on the numbers game is a mistake. 
If we are to rush into Trident submarine, 
as the Department of Defense proposes, 
we inexorably will commit ourselves to 
the construction and design of fewer 
boats with more missiles. I, for one, am 
not prepared today to say that that 
procedure is the best way to go. 

Let us take, for example, developing 
an underwater boat, the size of two foot
ball fields and twice the size of anything 
we have now. It seems apparent to me 
that the ability of the other side, who
ever it may be, whatever country may 
have submarines or antisubmarine war
fare equipment available, can track a 
ship of that size far more readily than 
they could a ship the size of Poseidon. 

This is a matter of my own feeling. 
Whether I am right or not, the neces
sary result, if the SALT agreement is 
still in effect will necessarily mean that 
we will have fewer submarines in the 
ocean by 1980 and thereafter than we 
now have. To me, that seems not very 
thoughtful. 

I would say that the NavY's procedure 
on Trident is erroneous. The system has 
been stirred up into one word: "Trident." 
However, the one word "Trident' 'should 
be broken down into two phrases-one 
the missile and one the launching plat
form for the missile. The missile, which 
is really the deterrent, will be ready on 
schedule, as requested by the NavY under 
the Mcintyre-Dominick amendment; it 
is only the submarine, or the launching 
platform, which we are putting off for 2 
years. 

SALT and Soviet naval development 
are closely interwoven. Just because the 
Russians are going forward with a larger 
submarine-and it is not nearly as large 
as the so-called Trident-does not mean 
that we have to plunge helter-skelter 
through the cash register with them. Our 
leadtime is not in any kind of serious 
jeopardy, and we do have a leadtime. 

None of my colleagues, I am sure, will 
question my background as a strong sup
porter of the Department of Defense and 
the Navy through the years I have been 
here. What I have always done, as I have 
said before, and will continue to do, is to 
look closely at our overall defense pos
ture and examine the places into which 
each program must fit. 

In this case, the question becomes one 
of the maintenance of our Polaris-Po
seidon and the pace of development of 
the Trident submarine. The ASW tech
nology of the Soviets has not shown the 
capacity to jeopardize the unquestioned 
superiority of Polaris-Poseidon. The de
velopment of the larger Soviet subma
rine-it has also been called a U.S.S.R. 
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Trident--is nowhere near comparable to 
the development of the Trident which we 
are discussing. The U.S.S.R. sub is a 
smaller boat, with only 12 launchers and 
no MIRV capacity. In our Trident, we 
are talking about the most expensive sys
tem proposed in any Congress, a system 
whose complexities have yet to be tested 
and whose cost demands orderly develop
ment procedures. 

Let me point out, for example, that 
we are having trouble with the Poseidon 
missile, which has been available for 
years. It is not a very serious problem. 
If we are having problems with this mis
sile at this time and the capacity to make 
sure that it fires correctly, then I ask 
what in the world are we going to do 
with respect to problems with a Trident 
submarine, which is twice as big as the 
Poseidon, much more complex, with a 
much bigger nuclear reactive power sys
tem, and with much more sophisticated 
devices, both for defense and for quiet 
running? 

I want and support a strong defense 
establishment for this country, capable 
of responding to any threat. Senator 
JACKSON says we have to give them the 
word. He said it yesterday in the debate. 
What did we do today? We gave them 
the word, all right. We cut 40 percent 
from the overseas manpower by the 
Mansfield amendment. We certainly 
gave them the word. We gave them the 
word that we are going back into isola
tionism. That is what we did. 

This amendment in fact means that we 
are going to give them the word because 
we are going to put the deterrent missile 
on schedule 1n 1978. That is what the 
deterrent is in the submarine force. 

I cannot justify the authorization of 
almost $2 billion this year, leading us 
down the road to $2.5 billion next year 
and the year following. The system is 
such that cost overruns, in a concurrency 
of this nature, where we are building 
submarines while we are still finishing 
research, are inevitable. Every time we 
have had that, we have really had prob
lems. 

Our individual views-and I will close 
and yield the floor with this-should be 
read, on pages 181 to 183. They really 
summarized a great deal. On page 182 
we say: 

This conversion from Polaris to Poseidon, 
which will continue through 1977-ha.s been 
costing us over $700 million a. year for the 
la.st three yea.rs-

A cost which I think was well worth
while, and which I support--
and this bill authorizes over $360 million for 
that purpose this year. 

So we are continuing that type of con
version and also continuing the missile. 

The other point that I think would be 
worthwhile to talk about is a reference 
which has been made to Dr. Lukasik, 
who is an expert on advanced ASW 
technology. He said that the conversion 
to the Poseidon missile-

Will increase our SSBN patrol area. suffi
ciently to pose immense additional problems 
for any ASW sensor that can now be con-
ceived. 

He did not say "developed." He said 
"conceived." So if they are going to have 

that much trouble in :finding a Poseidon, 
what in the world is the rush to go on 
with a submarine launcher? We can do 
that much more readily. We can cut $885 
millon out of this authorization and be 
building two boats instead of three, as
suming that we have by that time worked 
out all the bugs which have developed in 
a structure of this size and complexity. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Colorado, who is a 
cosponsor of the amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOT!'. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the distinguished Sen
ator from South Carolina yielding time 
to me. Certainly I shall not use 10 min
utes, because the Senator from South 
Carolina will present the position of the 
Armed Services Committee insofar as the 
Trident submarine is concerned. 

I was interested, however, in listening 
to the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) present his 
views on radio or television comments 
allegedly made by Admiral Zumwalt sug
gesting that there might be some Rus
sians or some Communists who are en
deavoring to pressure members of the 
committee or other Members of the Sen
ate. I should think that no Member of the 
Senate would question the integrity and 
loyalty of any other Member of the Sen
ate. I should think that if any suggestion 
of that nature were made, it would be a 
fruitless gesture, because we would reject 
such a suggestion overwhelmingly. 

Yet I do believe that every Member of 
the Senate has been lobbied with regard 
to this submarine program. I am a jun
ior member of the Committee on Armed 
Services, and have been lobbied by vari
ous individuals and groups including 
some of the senior members of the Armed 
Services Committee with regard to the 
position I should take. As the Senate 
knows the vote on this program was very 
close. 

While I support the position of the 
committee, reasonable people may differ. 
I believe we must at all times be aware 
of thinking people having differences 
without questioning the integrity of 
someone whose position is different from 
ours. I want to hear the point of view of 
all sides, in order that I can make up 
my own mind. There is nothing basically 
wrong with an individual or group lobby
ing for his point of view. 

We sometimes hear that we may be 
spending money unnecessarily for de
fense purposes; that we may be getting 
some missiles, some submarines, or mili
tary hardware that are too expensive or 
that is not needed. 

When we talk about the defense of 
the country, about military procurement 
and military equipment, if we should err, 
I would certainly hope that the error 
would be on the side of caution, on the 
side of obtaining the necessary weaponry 
for the defense of the country. It would 
be better to have more weapons than 
we need than too few. I was present when 
the President spoke in Norfolk, Va., 
on Armed Services Day. He said-

Do not send the President to the confer-

ence table as the head of the second most 
powerful nation in the world. 

That is a most appealing statement to 
me that the President made, and I would 
urge that position on the Senate today. 

Let us have an adequate defense. I be
lieve the Trident submarine and expe
diting the procurement and construction 
of additional Tridents is a major part of 
the defense machinery of this country. 

I intend to support the committee posi
tion, and oppose the amendment of the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. President, I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have remaining on this 
side? I understand 2 hours was allotted 
today for each side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BIDEN) . The Senator from South Caro
lina has 1 hour and 55 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as may be 
required. 

Mr. President, if as a Member of the 
Senate I were undecided about whether 
to expedite Trident or not I would accept 
the opinion of the greatest expert in the 
world on this subject. That man's name 
1s Adm. Hyman G. Rickover. I would 
accept that opinion because he has been 
so farsighted in the past that it would 
give me confidence that he is farsighted 
now. I realize that he has been accused 
of being part of the military and that is 
true, and he is proud of it; and I am 
proud of the military and I am proud of 
Admiral Rickover. 

I do not know of any man in our his
tory who has contributed more to our 
Defense Establishment than Admiral 
Rickover. I wish to read to the Senate 
an excerpt from his testimony to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives on June 7, 
1973. He said: 

SOVIET STRATEGIC IMPROVEMENTS 

The Russians in the la.st 2 to 3 yea.rs have 
launched a considerable number of their 
Yankee submarines, each of which carries 16 
missiles. We estimate their missiles to have a 
range of 1,300 miles, but there is no reason 
to expect they will not be able to increase 
this range. 

The Soviet Yankee class ballistic missile 
submarines are ---. They have about 30 
of these Yankee class submarines in the 
water and they are building -- more for 
a total of ---

NEW RUSSIAN DELTA CLASS 

The Russians also have under construction 
a new Delta class of ballistic missile sub
marines that carry 12 missiles each. At least 
one has been launched. ---. The new 
missiles they carry have a range of 4,000 
miles. 

Mr. President, I wish to repeat that 
:figure--4,000 miles, and these are Ad
miral Rickover's words. He went on to 
say: 

In effect, the Russians already have their 
equivalent of our Trident. In spite of all the 
talks with the Soviets, they have and are 
continuing to build up a force of modern, 
fast balli.stic missile submarines, compared 
to our ---, aging ones which were built 
with 1950's technology. 

By the time the SALT I Agreement expires 
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1n 1977, the Russians can have 62 modern 
ballistic missile submarines, of which about 
30 could be about the equivalent of the 
Trident. 

What is Admiral Rickover telling us? 
He is telling us that when the SALT-I 
agreement expires in 1977 the Russians 
could have 30 submarines equivalent to 
the Trident, and that will be even before 
we will have our first Trident operating. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to yield on the time of the Sena
tor from Colorado. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator. 
Two minutes is fine. 

I would like to ask this question. Does 
the Senator not feel that the missile of 
4,000 miles, which the Senator empha
sizes, is the really important thing, and 
that the submarine is simply a launching 
platform? 

Mr. THURMOND. I think both. Ad
miral Rickover states here that the new 
missiles will have a range of 4,000 miles. 
That is important. It is a greater range 
than we have today. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is exactly right, 
but--

Mr. THURMOND. No submarine we 
have in the water today has a range of 
4,000 miles. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct, but 
is the Senator also aware that the Navy 
does not plan on having a missile of 
4,000 miles until 1978? In our amend
ment we are backing that date and 
would have it by 1978. We make no 
change in that at all. 

Mr. THURMOND. The greater range 
that is put into these missiles, and it is 
planned to do that as we go on down 
the road--

Mr. DOMINICK. That is exactly cor
rect. 

Mr. THURMOND. In other words, Ad
miral Rickover is saying the Russians 
already have their equivalent to our :first 
stage Trident. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The missile. 
Mr. THURMOND. Yes. 
Mr. DOMINICK. Of course, their sub

marine is nothing like what we are plan
ning. On the missile, we may be behind 
but our amendment does not affect that 
in the slightest. 

Mr. THURMOND. Also, it should be 
noted that the first Trident will not have 
the larger Trident II and III type mis
siles but the submarine will be so built 
that the larger missiles can be placed in 
the submarines at some later date. 

Mr. DOMINICK. We have a platform 
for the 4,000-mile missiles now. That is 
the point I want to make. The deterrent 
force is the missile, not the submarine. 

Mr. THURMOND. We feel that the 
statement of Admiral Rickover is a very 
significant statement and that it is in 
accord with the facts. We feel that if 
there is any question at all about the 
matter, if we are going to err one way 
or the other, we had better err on the 
side of strength and early strength rather 
than to be embarrassed later. 

Mr. President, I have before an article 
that was published in the Augusta 
Chronicle on September 18, 1973, entitled 
"In Effect, Russians ... Have Their 
Equivalent of Our Trident." The article 
refers to the testimony to which I have 
made reference and excerpts are quoted. 
I ask unanimous consent that the article 
may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Augusta Chronicle, Sept. 18, 1973) 
RICKOVER CLOSED-DOOR TESTIMONY-"IN EF-

FECT, RUSSIANS ... HAVE THEIR EQUIVA
LENT OF OUR TRIDENT" 
WASHINGTON .-Adm. Hyman G. Rickover 

says the Soviet Union is building a submarine 
that can fire 12 missiles to targets 4,000 miles 
distant, a version of the proposed U.S. Tri
dent submarine. 

Rickover also disclosed in closed-door testi
mony released by the House Defense appro
priations subcommittee Monday that the Tri
dent would be able to fire missiles thousands 
of miles on potential enemy targets from its 
proposed port in Bangor, Wash. 

The firing distance of the proposed Tri
dent missile was censored from the released 
transcript. But Rickover said the range would 
permit Tridents to hide in four times as 
much ocean as can the present 2,500-mile
range Poseidon. 

Rickover, the chief pioneer developer of 
nuclear submarines, made the remarks June 
19 in arguing for Congress' continued ap
proval of the United States' program for 10 
Tridents carrying 24 missiles. 

"In effect the Russians already have their 
equivalent of our Trident," he said. "In spite 
of all the talks with the Soviets they have 
and are continuing to build up a force of 
modern, fast ballistic missile submarines." 

By the time the first U.S.-Soviet arms limi
tation agreement expires in 1977, Rickover 
said, the Soviets could have 62 modern sub
marines "of which about 30 could be about 
the equivalent of the Trident." 

Rickover said the Soviet equivalent is its 
Delta class, a step beyond its Yankee-class 
missile-firing submarine. 

Nearly all of Rickover's comparisons be
tween the Trident and Soviet submarines 
were censored from the transcript except for 
his comment that it is larger than the Yan
kee class vessel. 

He said U.S. officials decided to put 24 mis
siles in each of the ten Tridents to cut costs 
per missile, implying by context that the 12-
missile Soviet ship uses fewer missiles in 
more submarines. 

The Navy has estimated the 10 Tridents 
plus the Bangor, Wash., base and all de
velopment will cost $12.7 billion. 

Rickover said the longer range of the Tri
dent's missiles will permit it to remain in 
U.S. coastal ports rather than sailing to and 
from points within the 2,500-mile firing 
range of Soviet and Chinese targets. 

"The (censored) mile Trident missile will 
also allow hitting potential targets from the 
Trident homeport of Bangor," he said. 

He did not say what targets could be fired 
on from Bangor or in what nation. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as I 
stated, if, as a Senator, I were unde
cided what to do on this, I would go to 
the greatest expert in the world, and 
that would be Admiral Rickover. Ad
miral Rickover has given his life to this 
work. If anybody is the father of nuclear 
pawer, I would say it is Admiral Rick
over. He has made many speeches and 
made many points in favor of the Tri
dent submarine-

The Soviets have built and continue to 
build a modern ballistic missile submarine 
force. They have 30 YANKEE Class subma-

rines operational and more under construc
tion. These submarines each have 16 mis
sile launch tubes, similar to our POLARIS 
submarines. The Soviets have the largest and 
most modern submarine building yards in 
the world, which gives them several times 
the nuclear submarine construction capacity 
possessed by the United States. 

Mr. THUR! :oND. In other words, they 
can build submarines three or four times 
faster than we can, and -ne may as well 
recognize that. The intelligence shows 
that. 

The Soviets have tested an improved 
missile with a range of about 4,000 miles, 
just as I quoted Admiral Rickover. 

They have under construction a new 
Delta class of submarines with 12 launch 
tubes capable of firing this new missile. 
This gives their submarines the capabil
ity to strike from points only a few days 
from Soviet bases. In a sense, the Sovi
ets are already building their equivalent 
to our Trident submarines and missiles. 
These developments increase the threat 
to our land-based strategic forces and 
the reliance we must place on our sea
based strategic deterrent. Our subma
rines, by contrast, have a relatively long 
range to strategic Soviet targets and lim -
ited avenues of approach. 

The Interim Agreement on Strategic 
Offensive Arms allows the Soviets to con
tinue building ballistic missile subma
rines to a total of 950 ballistic missile 
launchers in submarines, and up to 62 
modern ballistic missile submarines. This 
allows the Soviets to continue building 
ballistic missile submarines at a rate of 
about 8 per year during the 5-year term 
of the agreement. Even under the Presj
dent's recommended fiscal year 1974 
budget for the Trident program, the first 
Trident submarine will not become op
erational during the 5-year term of the 
interim agreement. Therefore, it is essen·· 
tii::i.l that the United States proceed now 
with Trident submarines as proposed by 
the President. 

The Trident submarines and missiles 
are needed to increase the survivability 
of our seaborne deterrent in the 1980's 
and beyond, and to provide for replace
ment of our aging Polaris submarines. 

The United States has 41 nuclear bal
listic missile submarines, all built between 
1958 and 1967. The oldest of these will be 
nearly 20 years old by the time the first 
Trident submarine can enter the fleet 
in the late 1970's, even under the admin
istration's recommended program. The 
oldest Polaris submarines are wearing 
out. They have been operated hard, with 
two crews, to allow them to be on station 
a large portion of the time. They were 
built to specifications based on a 20-year 
life; their machinery is wearing out. It 
is unreasonable to expect them to oper
ate more than 20 years without having 
major breakdowns. 

So, after 20 years have passed, what 
will we have, unless we proceed with a 
modern submarine? 

Also, the Polaris submarines were 
built with the technology of the 1950's. 
The Trident submarines are being de
signed with all the latest nuclear pro
pulsion and submarine design tech
nology. They will be much more difficult 
to detect and attack than our Polaris 
submarines, for two reasons: the new 
longer range Trident missiles will give 
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the submarine vastly more ocean area·to 
hide in, and the new submarines will be 
much quieter than the Polaris subma
rines. 

Our Polaris submarines are limited in 
their patrol area by the range of their 
missiles. This forces them to operate in 
close range to foreign shores, thus bring
ing them within range of Soviet shore 
based aircraft. This limited patrol area 
simplifies the Soviet antisubmarine prob
lem allowing them to concentrate their 
sea and air forces in a much smaller 
area. The Soviets have been investing 
heavily in antisubmarine warfare re
search and development, and have built 
and continue to build improved nuclear 
attack submarines-one of their best 
ASW weapons. They have invested la1·ge 
resources in ASW surface ships. Also, in
dications are that the Soviets are at
tempting to establish an area antisub
marine surveillance system presumably 
aimed at locating our Polaris submarines. 
The Soviets have been working to neu
tralize our Polaris submarines ever since 
the first one went to sea 13 years ago. 

The first generation Trident missile 
will have a range of almost twice the 
range of the 2,500 mile Poseidon missile. 
This initial Trident missile can be back
fitted in the 31 Poseidon submarines and 
coUld provide a several fold increase in 
ocean operating area available to our 
ballistic missile submarines compared to 
the shorter range Poseidon missile. 

The Trident submarines will have mis
sile tubes which will provide growth po
tential for even longer range missiles. 
With this longer range missile, which will 
fit only in the Trident submarines, the 
ocean operating area available to our Tri
dent submarines will again be increased 
several fold over the area available with 
the first generation Trident missile. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I shall be pleased 
to yield on the time of the Senator. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator 2 minutes. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Is the Senator able 
to know at this time when the Trident 
n missile will be ready for operation? 

Mr. THURMOND. Trident I is sup
posed to come in in 1978. The first sub
marine will go in the waters then. Tri
dent II will come at a later date, prob
ably a couple of years later. It depends 
on the development program, of course, 
but that is just an estimate. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. But in 1980, under 
the Mcintyre amendment, the first Tri
dent submarine would be ready for op
eration. 

Mr. THURMOND. Under the Mcintyre 
amendment, the first Trident subma
rine will not come on until 1980. If we 
expedite the program, it will come in 
sooner, in 1978. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. But the Trident I 
missile and the Trident submarine will 
be developed on approximately the same 
schedule. 

Mr. THURMOND. That is, Trident I, 
but we do not have a Trident I yet. The 
Russians already have one equivalent to 
the Trident I. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. However, we do have 
a Trident missile that we could put into 
the Poseidon. 

Mr. THURMOND. Yes; all the Trident 

submarines will be accommodated to put 
in the Trident II. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. The Trident I mis
sile will flt into the Poseidon. Is that 
not correct? 

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct. 
Mr. ABOUREZK. The argument being 

made, then, is not really valid, because 
we do have a missile to put into the 
Poseidon. 

Mr. THURMOND. We can put the Tri
dent I immediately into a Poseidon. Of 
course, we would then be putting it into 
an old submarine. We could do that for 
awhile, but it would not have the de
terrent power of the Trident I in the 
new, quiet, lethal Trident submarine. 

We want to put in the hands of the 
President of the United States when he 
goes to these mutual and balanced talks 
the military muscle so that he will have 
enough power so that the Soviet Union 
will say: "Yes. We will agree to it." 

We not only want to reduce troop 
forces and weapons and everything else, 
but both sides want to do so. They are 
spending billions and billions of dollars 
that they could be saving. However, if 
we do not give the President of the 
United States the power to use in these 
talks, he cannot be as successful in the 
talks as if he were to have this power. 

The action taken this morning in the 
Senate on troop reductions will have to be 
decided in conference. However, if that 
should be agreed to, we will have uni
laterally reduced the troops and will 
have taken muscle out of the President's 
hands. 

If we do not expedite the Trident, that 
will take muscle out of the President's 
hands. we want to put in his hands the 
strength he needs to get a general re
duction of troops and weapons and all 
facets of defense so that both sides will 
not have to spend as much on defense 
in the futw·e. And the best way to do 
that is to give him that strength prior to 
the conference that is scheduled for 
October 30. 

Mr. President, the longer range Tri
dent missiles will even permit basing our 
ballistic missile submarines in U.S. 
ports. That is something that we 
cannot do with the Polaris and the 
Poseidon. The range is not good enough. 
We can even base the Trident submarine 
in one of our ports in this country where 
we will not even have to send it far into 
the ocean in order to be able to fire the 
missile and protect this country. What a 
deterrent it would be. No foreign basing 
would be required. This would eliminate 
the vulnerability of our current ballistic 
missile submarine force to international 
political action that could deny the use 
of one or more foreign bases, thus seri
ously degrading the effectiveness of the 
existing sea-based deterrent. 

The Navy has studied over 100 differ
ent approaches to improving surviva
bility of our ballistic submarine force. 
This issue has also been studied by the 
Department of Defense and the system 
analyses community. The consensus of 
the administration and the Department 
of Defense is that the Trident is the 
direction in which we must go at once. 
And I want to emphasize that. The 
opinion of this administration, and they 
are presently responsible for foreign 
policy, and the opinion of President 

Nixon, our President, the President of 
the American people, is that we ought 
to do this at once. 

It is not only his opinion, but it is also 
the opinion of the Defense Department. 
They feel that we must move forward at 
once and expedite this system in order 
to provide the deterrent we need in order 
to put into the hands of the President 
the military muscle he needs in order 
to be successful in these talks. 

Mr. President, as I stated a few 
moments ago, if I were a Senator in this 
body and was undecided on what course 
to take, whether to expedite this sub
marine or not, I would go to the greatest 
nuclear expert in the world. He is in this 
country and in this city. That is Admiral 
Rickover. 

Then if I had any further doubts 
about the level of strength and where 
we stand, I would want to talk to the 
"Jane's Fighting Ships" people. They 
are supposed to be the most knowl
edgeable people in the world on naval 
matters. 

When I learned that it was possible to 
get the editor of "Jane's Fighting Ships" 
to come before the Armed Services Com
mittee, I made the request that it be 
done. He was present before the com
mittee. His name is Mr. Norman Polmar. 
I ask unanimous consent that an excerpt 
from his testimony before the commit
tee be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Polma.r, the So
viets are now deploying a Delta class sub 
with a missile range of 4,000 miles. This is 
often termed the "Soviet's Trident.'' What 
problems do you feel this new subject will 
pose for the United States? 

Mr. PoLMAR. It makes ASW, anti-Soviet 
operations against their missile submarine, 
with a missile of more than 4,000 range, vir
tually impossible, because they can essen
tially sweep the submarine area waters, their 
area waters, where they can easily detect and 
knock out any forces we ma.y be trying to 
counter it with. They can target the United 
States without going out either to the mid
Atlantic or mid-Pacific. It ls a Trident mis
sile range, and indications are that they are 
going to build right up to their SALT limit 
with this type of submarine. 

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Polmar, would you 
sa.y that the same principle would apply to 
the Trident that we a.re planning to build? 

Mr. PoLMAR. Yes, sir, in that if we go to a 
missile range of 4,000 miles possibly, but 
definitely with 6,000 miles, in my opinion, in 
the foreseeable future, even the most exotic 
ASW systems that people are talking about, 
it makes it impossible, because even if it 
were possible to detect a submarine that far 
from Soviet targets. they would still have the 
problem of having to deploy a weapons sys
tem out there to attack this submarine. 

The big problem with this ls that we do 
not al ways understand when we build a 
weapons system what it will be vulnerable 
to, we do not know how the other side will 
react. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I will 
not have to go into all he said. I just 
want to say that Mr. Polmar said that 
the Trident-the weapon we are con. 
sidering at the present time as to 
whether we are going to expedite it-
frightens the Russians. He said that the 
Trident is beyond their comprehension. 
Mr. Polmar went on to tell the benefits 
to this country of going ahead with the 
Trident. 
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Mr. President, I will read one excerpt 

here. It reads as follows: 
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Folmar, would you 

say that the same principle would apply to 
the Trident that we are planning to build? 

Mr. FOLMAR. Yes, sir, in that if we go to a. 
missile range of 4,000 miles possibly, but 
definitely with 6,000 miles, in my opinion, 
in the foreseeable future, even the most 
exotic ASW systems that people are talking 
about, it makes it impossible, because even 
if it were possible to detect a submarine that 
far from Soviet targets, they would still have 
the problem of having to deploy a weapons 
system out there to attack this submarine. 

The big problem with this is that we do 
not always understand when we build a. 
weapons system what it will be vulnerable 
to, we do not know how the other side will 
react. 

Mr. President, he goes on in his testi
mony at another point. That excerpt 
reads: 

Senator THURMOND. You were speaking of 
"1'ident a. few moments a.go. 

As you know, the Congress is now con
sidering that very matter. Do you have any 
additional views on Trident that you would 
care to make at this time? 

Mr. President, I did not know what 
his answer was going to be. I had not 
talked to Mr. Polmar before the hear
ings. Here is what he said: 

Mr. FOLMAR. Just let me, if I may, add to 
that. 

[In reading Soviet literature and talking 
to the Soviets, in looking at submarines his
torically-I have written several books on 
submarine warfare, and I have done some 
analyses for various people on future sub
marine operations-Trident concerns the So
viets. They are very much afraid of Trident 
because today there is no way that they can 
write a scenario for tomorrow afternoon kill
ing our strategic missile submarines. 

They tell me-I can show you in their lit
erature and I can quote some discussions 
with them-how they would go after our 
Polaris-Poseidon submarines. They think 
they would be effective. I have my doubts 
a.bout it. 

With Trident, once you go up to the 4,000-
mile range, 6,000-mlle range with that sub
marine, it is just beyond comprehension how 
to counter that with today's technology or 
predicted technology. 

I have had the Soviets tell me in their 
literature they could kill our missiles, and 
how they can kill our Minuteman in a. pre
emptive strike. They are unable to do this 
with submarines, because submarines are al
ways moving. 

When you mention Trident to them, it 
just throws them off. They cannot cope with 
this type of a problem. 

The only additional view I would add is 
what I said earlier, because I think this 
would give us a considerable leverage on the 
situation, if you will.] 

That was the statement of Mr. Polmar, 
one of the most knowledgeable men in 
the world on naval matters. 

Mr. President, we will put a more com
plete statement in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, in closing, I just want 
to say that I hope the Members of this 
body, if they have any doubts about this 
matter, will resolve it on the side of 
strength. 

A number of Senators do not have the 
time to study these matters as we on the 
Armed Services Committee do. They 
have their own special fields and their 
own committees in which to work. How
ever, if there is any question or doubt in 
their minds, it is my sincere hope that 

they will vote to expedite the Trident so 
that we may put in the hands of our 
President the strength he needs to go 
into the mutual reduction conference 
and bring about a reduction on the part 
of the Soviets as well as ourselves and 
not have a unilateral reduction of arms 
on the part of the United States which, 
to my mind, would be disastrous. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, first 
of all, I want to say that I agree with the 
Senator from South Carolina that we 
need a Trident program. I am of the 
opinion, as he is, that it is the best deter
rent that this country could have. 

However, I disagree with the Senator 
from South Carolina in his assumption 
that the Mcintyre-Dominick amend
ment destroys the Trident program, be
cause it does not, and that has been the 
error in some of the speeches I have 
heard in the last few days with regard to 
the Trident program. 

It is undisputed that the Trident pro
~ram is the most expensive militiary 
hardware procurement program ever 
seriously contemplated by the United 
States. It seems to me that all too often 
in recent years we have been finding 
record-breaknig authorization requests 
with each new weapond concept that the 
Defense Department submits to Congress. 
Before Trident, it was a billion-dollar 
aircraft carrier, before the carrier, it was 
the C-5A, and before that the ABM. This 
year alone, there are more than a half 
a dozen new weapons proposals which 
have been sold to Congress with the fear 
that without them, the United States 
would lose all of our bargaining chips 
with the Soviet Union and most likely 
would slip to nothing more than a sec
ond-class power. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, it ap
pears that fear has been the guiding 
factor in every decision made by Con
gress on weapons in the past. The De
fense Establishment knows how to play 
the game very well, and the Congress, 
who can do nothing but rely on their 
military and strategic advice year in and 
year out, has been at the mercy of their 
frightening prophecies. It was out of fear 
of a Soviet ABM that Congress funded 
an MIRV program. It was out of a fear 
of a Soviet breakthrough in new surface
to-surface missiles-SAM-that Con
gress agreed with the Air Force to build 
the now all but forgotten B-70, and it 
was fear of Soviet ASW that swiftly 
caused us to authorize longer ranged 
SLBM's--even though, after almost 10 
years, that new ASW threat has yet to 
develop. Now again, fear 1s playing the 
dominant role in our determination of 
the need of a new submarine-launched 
ballistic-missile system. It seems more 
than just sheer coincidence that each 
time a controversial weapons system is 
to be debated in Congress, sudden new 
intelligence revelations find their way 
into the press. In just the short time that 
Trident has been under consideration 
this year, DOD intelligence analyists 
have been reaping a windfall of new in
formation for our consumption. Sup
posedly by sheer coincidence Soviet 
MIRV's and popup missiles have been 
seen just as the Congress is about to 

take up debate on weapons procurement. 
We are told that Soviet breakthroughs in 
these fields are eminent, and that, unless 
we react immediately to appropriate the 
necessary funds for the Defense Depart
ment's new bag of weapons, we are sure 
to lose every remnant of superiority we 
have left. 

Not long ago, in my own office, the 
Navy used its trump card of fear as a 
final argument for the accelerated Tri
dent program. Although Navy witnesses 
time and again have stated that pres
ent ASW poses not threat whatever to 
Polaris/Poseidon submarines, I was told _ 
that "if the Soviet Union really had the 
desire, they could lock on an attack sub
marine to each and every ballistic mis
sile submarine we have. 

This, among other things I was told, 
was why we immediately needed a quieter 
sub with longer range. 

It is the fear of a breakthrough, it is 
the fear of losing a bargaining chip, and 
it is the constant fear of losing some kind 
of weapons superiority that causes us 
to be led by the questionable wisdom of 
military war planners. 

We are told that we dearly need the 
Trident, because of imminent ASW 
breakthroughs, and we are told that 
without the accelerated Trident schedule 
we are sure to lose an important bargain
ing chip, and we are constantly reminded 
that the Soviet Union is building newer 
and more capable submarines every year. 

As has been said many times during 
this debate, it does not really matter, if 
Trident is the issue, how many strategic 
submarines the Soviet Union is building. 
It is the Soviet antisubmarine capacity 
we need to be concerned with. With re
gard to having a longer range missile 
firing submarine, there is little question 
that we need one, but it 1s the missile 
itself where long range comes in and we 
can put a 4,000-mile Trident missile in 
the existing Polaris-Poseidon fleet. 

As the Senator from South Carolina 
agreed a moment ago when I questioned 
him, we will not have a missile to put in 
the Trident submarine that will not fit 
in the Poseidon fleet by 1980, so there is 
really no need to build a submarine ahead 
of that time. 

I have another remark that I wish 
to make, Mr. President. On the news 
this morning, Admiral Zumwalt was 
quoted as saying or implying that So
viet agents were lobbying on Capitol Hill 
against the Trident submarine. 

First of all, I would like to ask if Ad
miral Zumwalt would care to name who 
the Soviet agents are, and whom they 
have lobbied. Having asked that, I hope 
he will respond. I wish to make one com
ment with regard to Admiral Zumwalt's 
statement: I do not believe any U.S. 
Senator would allow a Soviet lobbyist in 
his office to try to talk about the Trident 
submarine. I do not believe it for a min
ute. It is that kind of military red-bait
ing, fear and emotionalism that we have 
seen too often in debates on defense pro
curement. That is something I would 
have hoped would have ended before 
now, but unfortunately, if the merits of 
the accellerated Trident program were 
as good as we are led to believe by the 
military, it would not be necessary for 
them to use that kind of fear tactic. 

Mr. President, if we are to put stock 
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in these arguments we will be doing 
nothing but admitting that the rationale 
of fear is far more compelling than the 
rationale of good commonsense. 

Second, the bargaining chip argument, 
in some ways the argument most repre
sentative of the argument of fear, seems 
the biggest obfuscation of all. With 
almost 5,000 more nuclear warheads 
than the Soviet Union, with a far greater 
bomber force, with a naval force that 
cannot even be compared with the So
viet Union, we are being told that the 2-
year acceleration in the Trident devel
opment is essential to maintain an ad
ditional bargaining chip. It escapes all 
logic to attempt to argue that having 
the first Trident ready to float in 1978 
rather than 1980, has a significant effect 
on disarmament talks going on in 1973. 

The Russians are not stupid. They 
know Congress is committed to a Trident 
program. They know we do not want to 
abandon it but want to continue it in 
an orderly manner. In fact, whatever 
the date of initial operation may be, it 
matters little what time frame we are 
considering in initial deployment. What 
does matter is that we are deploying a 
new submarine and that they are to be 
better than the last ones. What does 
matter is that the Russians know that 
we have made a decision, that we are 
building a new submarine which we will 
deploy eventually. 

With regard to the arguments raised 
on the hull life of the existing Polaris
Poseidon fleet, we have heard it argued 
a great many times in the last few days, 
and I haVC; heard it specifically from Ad
miral Zumwalt, that Polaris-Poseidon 
has a 20-year life. 

There was testimony in the Armed 
Services Committee that the submarines 
in our Polaris-Poseidon fleet will capa
bly operate for at least 25 years . The 20-
year argument was glossed over before 
the committee, where they could be ques
tioned on it. It is now being presented in 
private lobbying sessions, where many 
Senators do not have the information 
available to question the arguments of 
the admirals. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Would the Senator op

erate a 25-year-old sub at the same depth 
he would a 20-year-old sub? 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Would I operate a 
25-year-old sub at the same depth of a 
20-year-old sub? 

Mr. TOWER. Yes, one programed for 
20 years, but has a life more than that. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Let me first respond 
by asking the Senator what that has to 
do with the Navy statements that we 
can easily operate a 25-year-old sub? 

Mr. TOWER. When one operates a 
large submarine over a period of 20 
years, obviously we allow for margins of 
safety and we build in that ma1·gin of 
safety. Conceivably, a submarine de
signed to operate for 20 years would still 
operate for 20 to 28 years, but a great 
part of its programed life depends on 
how such a sub is operated. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I am only relating 
what the NaVY themselves have said on 
the subject. 

Mr. TOWER. We run certain risks. 
The Navy will not operate the older subs 

at test depths because of the hazards 
involved to the men aboard, which 
means that the sub would have to op
erate closer--

Mr. ABOUREZK. Let me ask the Sen
ator what hazards he is referring to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BID EN) . The time of the Senator has 
now expired. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes so that I will not be 
encroaching on the Senator's time. 

The point is, when we operate at a 
lower depth, of course, the hull gets tired 
just as an airplane fuselage gets tired 
with age and its structural members get 
tired and become more vulnerable. So 
we cannot operate-

Mr. ABOUREZK. Is it the cracking of 
the hulls which the Senator is referring 
to as the threat? 

Mr. TOWER. If we stretch out the life 
of the hull we increase its vulnerability 
because they have to operate the ship at 
a shallower depth and that makes the 
submarine more vulnerable to attack. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I would like the Sen
ator to clarify his concern so that I 
might respond to the specific question. 

Mr . TOWER. The Senator has heard 
talk about pooh-poohing the life of these 
ships, that they can last from 25 to 28 
years, when the fact is it means they 
have to operate at shallower depths, and 
have to operate where the margin of 
safety is much narrower which makes 
the ship more vulnerable to attack. I 
want€d to make those points. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. If the Senator is say
ing the hull itself is in danger after a 
20-year period, I would like to advise 
the Senator from Texas that yesterday, 
in a conversation with Admirals Zum
walt and Kaufman, I was informed, in 
answer to my question on this point that 
it was not the strength of the hull that 
they were concerned about .. Even the 
Navy is not concerned about age on that 
score. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator says they 
did not talk about testing the hull? 

Mr. ABOUREZK. They did not talk 
about that. 

Mr. TOWER. They did not talk about 
the depth of operation of submarines? 

Mr. ABOUREZK. They did not, when 
I asked them. 

Mr. TOWER. The fact is, the closer 
to the surface we bring a sub the more 
vulnerable we make it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 2 minutes have expired. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, may I 
have 5 more minutes? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I was 
told that I would follow the Senator's 10 
minutes. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I have a few remain
ing comments to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire has the floor. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire has 59 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I need 5 more min
utes. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield the Senator 
from South Dakota 5 more minutes and 
would suggest to him that any more 

yielding he take out of his own time. 
[Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized 
for 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, the 
final argument-that the Soviet Navy is 
building SLBM's-is the hardest of all to 
understand in justifying building the Tri
dent 2 years faster. Apparently the NaVY 
is counting on the Soviet Union to use 
their missile-carrying submarines to 
ram the sides of our submarines in some 
new ASW effort. Why else would the rate 
of construction of Soviet subs be relevant 
in any way to the development of a fol
low-on to our Poseidons? These vessels 
do not fight one another and their num
bers and rate of construction is totally 
irrelevant to any valid discussion of the 
matter. It is, however, another example 
of the rationale of fear. If the Soviet 
Union is building submarines, we have to 
build submarines, if for no other reason 
than to demonstrate that we, too, can 
build every last weapon of total annihi
lation that man is capable of imagining. 

It is the realization that fear has been 
a mot ivating factor in considerations in 
volvin,. weapons requests in the past that 
we must now come to grips with in the 
debate on the Trident submarine con
struct ion schedule. Will we allow the ped
dlers of fear again to convince us that 
antisubmarine warfare breakthroughs 
are imminent. or that we lose a valuable 
bargaining chip in moving the Trident 
back to its original schedule? I sincerely 
hope not, Mr. President. Rather, I hope 
that good commonsense on this issue will 
prevail. The return to an orderly devel
opment of Trident would, in no way, 
jeopardize our position either on the seas 
or on the bargaining table. It would, 
however, allow the largest single amount 
for a single weapons system in this year's 
.research and development request-a 
total of $642 million, which is a savings 
this year of $885.4 million and almost 
a billion dollar savings next year. 

The amendment would allow construc
tion of the first submarine to continue 
uninterrupted. It would help insure that 
the chances of waste and error, most 
common in accelerated development pro
grams, are kept to an absolute minimum. 
And rather than diminishing our effec
tiveness at SALT, it enhances our posi
tion by allowing us far more :flexibility to 
respond to future ASW and demonstrates 
to the Soviet Union that a time tested 
and reliable submarine system is now 
easily within our reach. 

The arguments resulting from good, 
plain commonsense are compelling ones. 
They do not play on anyone's fears, they 
do not need to rely on some new intel
ligence estimate that shows the Soviet 
Union working on some new weapons 
system, and they are not above rationale 
of any man. Rather than the dictates 
of fear, these commonsense arguments 
quickly demonstrate a powerful case for 
returning to a more orderly develop
ment of a Trident system. I associate my
self with those Senators expressing these 
sensible arguments and urge my .col-
leagues to ~oin in the effort to steer away 
from the dangerous traps of fear. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
Mcintyre-Dominick amendment. 
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I thank the Senator from New Hamp

shire for yielding me this time. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the argu

ments of the distinguished Senator from 
Washington and of the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina over the 
past few days have reinforced my convic
tion that the Trident program should 
proceed at the most rapid practical rate. 
While I respect the judgment of the jun
ior Senator from New Hampshire, and 
his efforts to cut the burden of Govern
ment spending, I think that his amend
ment could put us in a very tight situa
tion within the next 5 years. 

As I understand the Senator's amend
ment, he would stretch out the procure
ment schedule of the Trident submarines 
over a longer period of time than the 
schedule approved by the Armed Services 
Committee. The main economic effect of 
this would be to spread the cost over 
a greater number of years. 

Yet we all know what inflation has 
done to our defense purchasing power. 
In terms of constant dollars, the fiscal 
year 1968 budget was 50 percent higher 
than fiscal year 1974. The probability is 
that inflation will continue to eat away 
at the defense budget. The effect of post
poning procurement of the 10 Tridents 
from 2 to 5 years would doubtless erase 
any of the proposed economic benefits. 

But what is more important is that if 
you lay out the procurement schedule 
for the 10 Tridents proposed in the 
amendment on top of the in-serve his
tory of the first 15 Polaris/Poseidon sub
marines that they will replace, you find 
that the amendment would bring on the 
new boats in the 20th and even 21st 
years of the old ones. 

Considering that 20 years of service is 
maximum before wear and tear and ob
solescence sets in, Senator McINTYRE'S 
schedule coincides perfectly with the 
phasing out of the old submarines. It is, 
in fact, a little too perfect. It presumes 
a perfection in human affairs that is sel
dom achieved, particularly in the bureau
cratic process of procurement. It makes 
little allowance for shakedown and test
ing of each vessel. It also assumes that 
nothing is going to happen to the Po
laris/Poseidon fleet that would prema
turely put vessels out of commission, or 
that the Soviets make no breakthroughs 
in submarine warfare that would restrict 
the Polaris/Poseidon mission. 

It is indeed unrealistic to expect these 
old submarines, marvels though they may 
be of modern technology, to operate ef
ficiently for more than 20 years. We all 
know what happens to an automobile 
when it is heavily used and it gets to be 
3 or 4 years old. We can keep such a car 
running, but it takes constant repairs, 
and the vehicle is out of service when it 
is most needed. 

Admiral Rickover, whose experience in 
this field is unequaled, testified before 
the House Appropriations Committee as 
follows: 

Admiral RICKOVER. Our Polaris and Po
seidon submarines are operated hard with 
two crews. They have been operating far 
more than almost any ships in naval his
tory. Their machinery is getting old and is 
wearing out after this hard usage. It is diffi
cult to replace it because the factories no 
longer make the equipment and they are 
110 longer tooled up for it and they would, 

in some cases, have to build new tools to 
make the old machinery. 

When I was a young officer, our ships used 
to operate at sea about fifty to seventy days 
a year. Our Polaris submarines operate some
thing like 240 days a year. Tilat is a 300 to 
400 per cent increase in yearly operation. 
Tilese submarines have been designed well, 
we have trained the people, and selected 
them well--

Mr. SIKES. Are we wearing them out just 
spinning our wheels when it isn't necessary? 

Admiral RICKOVER. We do not know when 
or if it will be necessary to use the Polaris 
and Poseidon submarines. We cannot tell. 
Tilat is the whole point. We believe that 
there would be a greater chance of war if 
we did not have them on patrol. Tilat is why 
we keep them at sea so much ..• 

So far we have conducted 1,024 patrols. We 
have had 61,500 days of Polaris and Poseidon 
submarine operations. It is unreasonable to 
expect them to operate more than twenty 
years without having major breakdowns. 

Mr. President, so far as I am con
cerned, such testimony is persuasive that 
the Polaris/Poseidon submarines ought 
not to be pushed hard in the declining 
period of their useful life. The com
mittee version is prudent in allowing 
for an overlap in the time period be
tween the old and new systems, and I 
fully support it. 

Mr. President, I have also read with 
great interest an interview on the Tri
dent situation conducted by the Ameri
can Security Council with Dr. William 
Schneider. Dr. Schneider, who is on the 
staff of the distinguished junior Senator 
from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) is well 
known around the Hill as one of the most 
knowledgeable experts on the Hill in the 
field of defense strategy. I ask unani
mous consent that the interview be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the interview 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INTERVIEW ON THE TRIDENT SITUATION 

A warning that attempts to cut back or 
slow down development of America's planned 
"super-submarine," the Trident, could 
cripple U.S. efforts to deter nuclear war has 
been sounded by a leading authority on mili
tary technology. 

Dr. William Schneider, consultant to the 
Hudson research institute and adviser to Sen
ator James Buckley (R-Conn., N.Y.), said 
a Liberal-led effort in the Senate to slash this 
year's Trident budget from 1.5 billion dollars 
to 642 million dollars could have far
reaching consequences for the entire U.S. 
defense posture. 

Following is the text of an interview with 
Dr. Schneider by the American Security 
Council's Washington Report: 

Question. Why do you think the Trident 
submarine program is important to the 
United States? 

Dr. SCHNEIDER. "The Trident program is one 
of the keys to our long term future. It is a 
means of hedging against adverse develop
ments that would otherwise threaten not only 
our existing missile-firing submarine force 
but also our other strategic forces, namely 
our landbased ICBM's (inter-continental 
ballistic missiles) , and our manned bombers, 
namely the B-52 and the FB-111 aircraft. 

"At the present time the United States has 
a missile-firing submarine capability in a 
type called the Poseidon and a similar sub
marine which fires a missile known as the 
Polaris. These missiles have a range of 2,500 
to 3,000 miles. Because many major Soviet 
targets are located in the central part of the 
Soviet Union, the area of ocean in which 
these vessels have to hide is relatively small. 

This is one of the things that has motivated 
the Defense Department to look for a differ
ent kind of submarine, a submarine that 
could stay further offshore and yet still reach 
inland targets. This is important also be
cause of the possible developments of Soviet 
anti-submarine warfare techniques that 
would make the submarines with shorter 
missile ranges vulnerable to detection 

"Further, the Soviets have deployed. large 
r1:umbers of very heavy payload ballistic mis
siles w~ich are capable of, under at least 
some cucumstances, destroying our land 
base~ f?rces. This would mean that our only 
rem,am1ng forces might be those at sea. If we 
~on t take the necessary precautions of mak
mg sure that our sea-based force can suc
cessfully evade any plausible improvement 
in anti-submarine warfare--lt might come up 
in the 1980's-strategic forces--our ICBM's 
our land based bombers, and our sea-based 
submarine force--might suddenly be vul
nerable and an American President could 
face a political crisis in which he would have 
no other alternative but to ba<:k down with
out a shot being fired. 

"The Trident program, because of the 
4,000-plus mile range of its first generation 
of missiles, and the 6,000 mile-plus range 
of the second generation, would give 13 mil
lion square miles more ocean in which the 
submarine could roam and thus evade Soviet 
aircraft and naval vessels that are seeking 
to destroy the submarines. This gives the 
President an added measure of security at a 
time when the strategic parity that has 
emerged between the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union might otherwise be threatening." 

Question. What would be the effect of the 
two-year slowdown if they cut the funds 
back and the research and development of 
the Trident--what would be the effect in 
your estimation? 

Dr. SCHNEIDER. "I think there are two ef
fects. The first effect deals with our ability 
to negotiate with the Soviets. At the time 
the first round of SALT-Strategic Arms Lim
itation Talks-resulted in agreement, the 
President advised Mr. Brezhnev that the 
United States would make an effort to have 
an alternative new strategi<: weapon system 
deployed if the strategic arms limitation 
talks did not achieve satisfactory results by 
1977. If there is a delay of two years, this 
would be read by the Soviets as an indica
tion of American unwillingness to maintain 
the strategic advantage it should otherwise 
have. As a consequence, we will be perceived 
as weak and will correspondingly lose in 
the delicate negotiations that are now in 
progress in Helsinki. 

"A second difficulty with a two-year slow
down in the Trident system is the possibility 
of longer stretch-outs. The inability to pro
cure long leave-time items that would enable 
you to bring the force on in 1978 might 
mean, because of inflation and other things, 
that we would have to eat into defense re
sources and slow down production even fur
ther. As a. consequence, we might well be 
faced with a situation where we don't have 
any new submarines coming along to replace 
the present Polaris Force which by then 
would be more than 20 years old. 

Question. Critics of the Trident program 
and of the defense budget as a whole, argue 
that the more that we put into our military 
program, the less likely the Soviet Union 
might be to mellow and negotiate from a 
standpoint of reasonableness. How do you 
feel about this? 

Dr. ScHNEIDER. "The evidence looks the 
other way. I think we can go back to 1968, 
for example, when Congress had an extensive 
debate on President Johnson's proposed Sen
tinel anti-ballistic system. Three days after 
Congress authorized construction of the 
Sentinel anti-ballistic missile system, the 
Soviets responded to a three-year-old invita
tion to join in Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks. 

"It appears that there is every indication 
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from the evidence of Soviet behavior that 
Soviets tend to respond to displays of 
strength and determination and resolve and 
tend to exploit an advantage and become in
creasingly obstreperous. I think the Soviets 
have taken advantage of what they perceive 
as American unwillingness to challenge 
Soviet leadership and have taken this as an 
opportunity to suppress their dissidence. It 
seems clear to me that we will be able more 
effectively to achieve an understan~ing and 
a means of coexisting with the Soviets only 
if we maintain the determination to run the 
race, so to speak." 

Question. You see no indication of relaxa
. tion in their military buildup? 

Dr. ScHNEmER. "No, in fact, all the evidence 
seems to support the advice that Mr. Brezh
nev gave President Nixon in May of 1972 
when he advised the President that the So
viets had every intention of pushing ahead 
full speed in areas that were not constrained 
by SALT and we've seen this in a number of 
ways. The Soviets have d~veloped, a ~ew 
launching technique for their ICBMs which 
will enable them to carry heavier warheads; 
they have improved their guidance systems 
for their submarines; they have already de
ployed three submarines which a.re the 
equivalent of our Trident-system, namely 
a 4 500 mile missile. The main difference is 
·that their submarine is so much smaller it 
will carry only half as many missiles. Never
theless they have already got a 4,500 mile 
missile

1 

in the water where the U.S. is, at best, 
three or four years away from such a syste~." 

Question. What year would you perceive 
right now as being the critical year for the 
United States in terms of the nuclear bal-
ance? 

Dr. SCHNEIDER. "In terms of quantifying 
things, the Soviet strategic advantage will 
become starkest in 1977 when the Soviets 
achieve their limit in their deployment of 
nuclear subs, namely 62 of the modern "Y 
class" type or Delta class submarines, while 
the U.S. will not have deployed a single new 
strat~gic system since 1967. We still have the 
Minute-man force which was deployed last 
in 1967, the Polaris type submarines which 
were las1i deployed in 1966 and the B-52, the 
most modern version of which went out of 
production in 1962. The Soviets, on th:e other 
hand, will have a visible force that is less 
than ten years old for the most part, and 
the force will be quantitatively superior. The 
unresolved question is how will they behave 
diplomatically in relation to their perception 
of quantitative superiority?." 

Question. Is this why the Trident and the 
B-1 and our other programs are extremely 
important? 

Dr. SCHNEIDER. "Yes, important not only 
!or their own sake, in that they contribute 
to our security, but also because of the ef
fect our willingness to continue to main.tain 
our strength will have on future Soviet 
behavior." 
· Question. One last question: How do you 
answer the argument that we've already 
achieved "over-klll"? That word keeps pop
ping up again and again, that it's not neces
sary to build any more new missiles or do 
any more MIRVing because we've already 
achieved the ability to wipe out the other 
side. 

Dr. SCHNEIDER. "It's a very popular, and, 
in many ways, understandable, impulse when 
you count up the enormous 'kill' potential in 
millions of ton equivalents of TNT, but the 
fact that is always relevant in war is how 
much can you actually apply to a battlefield. 
When you look at this it becomes quite a 
different question. It's much like the state
ment that we have enough rope to hang 
every citizen in the Soviet Union several 
t imes, but the question is you cannot get the 
average Soviet citizen to stand still long 
enough for you to do that. 

"Since we as a nation would n ot consider 
a :first strike, we have to be in a position 
where we can absorb the first strike and still 

have enough remaining to persuade any So
viet citizen or Soviet leader that it would 
not be to his advantage to initiate a strike 
in the first place. When you have that kind 
of requirement, the raw mega.tonnage count 
really is not a relevant statistic. What is 
relevant is how much in the way of fire
power you can actually apply in a real 
engagement." 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I 
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. Fm.BRIGHT). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 15 
minutes . 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 
Members of Congress, and especially the 
Senate, have been subjected to an un
usually vigorous and sustained lobbying 
campaign by the members of the Mili
tary Establishment in recent weeks. This 
campaign of personal, direct lobbying on 
the Members of Congress is backed up 
by a spate of news releases to the press 
and by comments from the puppet col
umnists of the Pentagon. 

All of this pressure upon Congress just 
before we vote is an annual exercise 
which surely all Members will recognize 
for what it really is. 

Recently, several articles in the press 
described the newly discovered "popup" 
missile being developed by the Russians. 
This is. symptomatic of another well-co
ordinated Defense Department lobbying 
effort similar in intensity to the ABM 
campaign of 1969. For the benefit of 
those who may have forgotten the 
famous "Starbird memorandum," which 
was exposed by the Washington Post and 
-which revealed the extraordinary magni
tude of that earlier effort, I ask unani
.mous consent to have this memorandum 
prtnted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS PLAN FOR THE SENTINEL 
SYSTEM 

1. References: 
a. Part No. 1.01, subject: Sentinel System 

Charter, SSMP, 3 Nov. 1967. 
b. DOD Memorandum OASD(PA) 22/ 1, 

subject: Sentinel System Public Affairs 
Plan, 15 March 1968. 

c. AR 360-11, subject: Army Information 
Guidance for Sentinel Program, 23 August 
1968. 

d. AR 1-20, subject: Administration Leg
islative Liaison, 26 Jan. 1967. 

2. Purpose and scope: 
a. This plan establishes guidelines, im

plements policy and assigns responsibilities 
for an active public affair program on a 
country-wide basis regarding the Sentinel 
System and the Sentinel deployment pro
gram; it sets forth specific DA information 
objectives and milestones, suggests certain 
techniques and delineates responsibilities 
for the planning, execution and evaluation 
thereof. 

b. The provisions of this plan apply to all 
U.S. Army elements and to all individual in
dustrial firms and civilian contractors par
ticipating in the production and deployment 
of the Sentinel System. 

3. Background: 
a. On September 18, 1967, the Secretary 

of Defense announced the decision to pro
duce and deploy a Communist Chinese
oriented ballistic missile defense system. 
This system will be deployed at 15 to 20 lo
cations in the continental United States, 
Alaska, and Hawaii. On November 3, 1967, 
the Secretary of Defense named this bal
listic missile defense system the Sentinel 

System and announced the appointment of 
LTG Alfred D. Starbird as the Sentinel 
System Manager (SENSM). Also on Novem
ber 3, 1967, the Secretary of the Army ap
proved and issued the Sentinel System 
Charter which, in part, states: "The Senti
nel System Manager will develop and, when 
so directed, assure the timely, effective de
ployment of the Sentinel System, and will 
provide a single point of contact within the 
Department of the Army for the coordina
tion and direction of all activities pertaining 
to the Sentinel Systems. . .. The Sentinel 
System Manager, within instructions issued 
by the Chief of Staff of the Army, will exer
cise staff supervision over all Army Staff 
elements and participating organizations of 
the Department of the Army for planning, 
direction, and control of the Sentinel pro
gram. • . . The Sentinel System Manager will 
utilize to the maximum extent, compatible 
with System requirements and within guid
ance issued by the Chief of Staff, the func
tional and process oriented capabilities of 
the Army Staff .••. " 

b. Opposition to the Sentinel deployment 
decision has arisen and been publicly ex
pressed in three sectors of public opinion: 
in certain segments of the U.S. Congress, in 
scientific circles and in citizen/ public offi
cial interest groups in local communities. 
.Congressional and scientific opposition cen
ters around questions as the Sentinel tech
llical and operational feasibility, cost, dis
armament, the international arms race and 
national priorities and is national in scope. 
.The local interest groups raise these same 
national questions but also base their oppo
sition to the Sentinel deployment decision 
on various factors stemming directly from 
.such actions and proposed actions as ( 1) site 
selection and validation activities, (2) real 
estate acquisition, (3) effects of construc
tion on the local environment, and (4) 

.eventual impact of the Sentinel installation 
and its personnel on the community. Initial 
:adverse reaction from private citizens and 
_local public officials has been the direct re
sults of site validation and acquisition ac
tions which are a necessary prelude to the 
initiation of construction operations, and 
are vital to the Sentinel program. 

c. The SENSM, in coordination with OCLL 
and OCINFO, will conduct a public affairs 
program, on a country-wide basis, to accom
plish the objectives established herein. 

4. Objectives: The objectives of the pro
gram are: 

a. To gain public understanding of the 
reasons for a United States ballistic missile 
defense (BMD) system oriented on the de
veloping Communist Chinese offensive ICBM 
nuclear capability. 

b. To insure that all sectors of public opin
ion are fully informed of Sentinel System de
velopments, progress, effectiveness and objec
tives (within the bounds of national secu
rity). 

c. To inform the public regarding t he rea
sons for the Sentinel deployment decision, 
the rationale behind it and why it is neces

. sary and important to obtain real estate for 
use as Sentinel operational sites in particu
lar geographic areas in implementing the 
Sent inel deployment decision. 

d. To gain the understanding of the people 
of affected communities by keeping them 
informed of Sentinel oriented activities in 
their area. Such information will explain 
the general methods of site selection and 
validation, the local and national importance 
of the site, and the impact of Sent inel-con
nected activities in the community. 

c . To provide timely, factual, and aut hori
tat ive information by: 

(1) Timely release of information on 
activit ies which will affect local communities. 

(2) Responding to queries for information. 
(3) Providing briefings and informat ion 

fact sheet s to members of Congress ( OCLL 
coordination required), local governmental 
leaders and officials, military audiences, sci-
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entific, fraternal, and civic groups and orga
nizations, and representatives of news media. 

(4) Preparing informational or educational 
articles for general news and mass commu
nication media, military, scientific and pro
fessional journals that are service-oriented. 

(5) Preparing exhibits for showing before 
appropriate groups. 

5. Concept: This program will use a gradual 
approach to the attainment of the objectives 
stated above. The thrust of the program will 
be directed primarily toward explaining the 
military requirement and strategic concepts 
inherent in the Sentinel deployment deci
sion. As subordinate but related goals, the 
program will emphasize that the Sentinel 
System is specifically designed to meet a 
strategic defensive military requirement; 
that it is being deployed in an efficient and 
economical manner; that it is designed to 
provide a defense against a possible Com- . 
munist Chinese nuclear IOBM attack through 
the late 1970's; (with the capability to con
tinue to deny or at least substantially reduce 
damage from threats in later years); that it 
concurrently provid~s a limited added defen
sive capability over our Minuteman ICBM 
sites with the option of improving that de
fense if needed; that it provides added pro
tection of our population against a possible 
accidental ICBM launch by any one of the 
world's nuclear powers; that it will compli
cate any attack on the United States by the 
Soviet Union; that its effectiveness 1n fulfill
ing its national missions requires the acquisi
tion of Sentinel operational sites in certain 
selected areas for the emplacement of its mis
siles and radars. 

6. Responsibilities: 
a. SENSM will monitor the overall program 

for CofSA and will be consulted on all sub
stantive implementing decisions or actions. 

b. CINFO will: 
( 1) Serve as the initial DA staff level point 

of contact and coordinating a.gent on all pub
lic affairs matters pertaining to the program. 

(2) Assume for the SENSM overall respon
sibility for coordination of all Sentinel, pub
lic affairs matters with the Army staff, other 
services when appropriate, applicable Unified 
and Specified Commands, and OASD(PA). 

(3) Provide support and assistance to 
SENSM, as feasible and appropriate, in im
plementing the SENTINEL public affairs pro
gram. 

(4) Arrange speaking engagements, as ap
propriate, for the CofSA, VCofSA, and senior 
members of the Army staff to provide op
portunities for public explanation of the 
SENTINEL System. 

(5) Establish within OCINFO a Sentinel 
Public Affairs Coordinating Committee 
(SENPACC) to provide for periodic review, 
advice and on-going coordination, develop
ment and evaluation of th~ Sentinel public 
affairs program. The membership of this com
mittee will include, but not be limited to, 
representatives from the following com
mands and agencies: OCINFO, OCLL, Chief 
of Engineers, ODCSOPS, OCRD, and the Sen
tinel System Organization (SENSCOM 1.0). 
The SENPACC will meet periodically on the 
call of CINFO and submit appropriate anal
yses and recommendations to SENSM 
through CINFO. 

c. OCLL, DA will: 
( 1) Provide support and assistance to 

SENSM as appropriate in implementing the 
SENTINEL Public Affairs Program. 

(2) Provide a representative to SENPACC. 
(3) Coordinate with OATSD(LA) as appro

priate. 
d. ODCSOPS, DA will: 
( 1) Provide support in those SENTINEL 

public affairs related to the military require
ment and strategic concept of the SEN
TINEL System. 

(2) Provide a representative to SENPACC. 
e. OCRD, DA will: 
( 1) Provide support in those SENTINEL 

public affairs areas relating to scientific and 
technical matters or to the Nike-X Advanced 
Development Program. 

(2) Provide a representative to SENPACC. 
f. OCE, DA will: 
( 1) Provide support in those Sentinel pub

lic affairs areas relating to Sentinel Systems 
real estate acquisition and facilities design 
and construction. 

(2) Provide a representative to SENPACC. 
g. All elements of the Sentinel System Or

ganization, CONARC, AMC, ARADCOM, and 
STRATCOM will provide support in those 
Sentinel public affairs areas germane to 
their mission and functional areas and as 
specifically assigned elsewhere in this plan. 

h. The basic public affairs responsibilities 
of ?INFO, SENSM, and participating 0rgani
zat10ns are included in AR 360-11. The 
SENSM has established as his staff agent for 
administration of the Sentinel Public Affairs 
Program the Information Officer assigned as 
Chief of the Information Office of the SENS
COM. The SENSCOM Information Officer will 
coordinate all Sentinel public affairs matters 
for the SENSM and will be the principal 
point of contract within the Sentinel System 
Organization on such matters. 

i. Within instructions issued by the 
SENSM and SENSCOM Information Officer 
may clear and release the information de
scribed in paragraph 5.a(3), AR 360-11. 

j. Time phases for the execution of the 
Sentinel Public Affairs Program are estab
lished in paragraph 4.a, AR 360-11. Basic 
responsibilities are with CG, ARADCOM dur
ing Phase I (initial briefings of public of
ficials), the SENSCOM Information Officer 
acting for the SENSM during Phase II (prior 
to IOC) and (with CINCONAD, CINCPAC) 
during Phase III (subsequent to the roe of 
individual sites). 

k. The SENSCOM Information Officer will 
coordinate activities pertaining to visit- to 
Sentinel installations, facilities or sites by 
representatives of news media or the public 
during Phase II, and will advise OCINFO 
directly on appropriate matters, with an in
formation copy of all notifications furnished 
to the SENSM, CINCONAD and CINCPAC 
exercise this responsibility during Phase III. 

1. Sentinel information release requests 
will be processed through the SENSCOM 
Information Officer, who will transmit his 
recommendations to OCINFO for staffing 
within the DA, and, as necessary, with ap
propriate Unified and Specified Commands, 
and OASD(PA). It will be the responsi
bility of OCINFO to coordinate all proposed 
releases with the SENSM. The following 
schedule will apply: 

( 1) News releases and photos will arrive 
at the SENSCOM Information Office not less 
than 15 working days before the intended 
release date. 

(2) Speeches and films will arrive at the 
SENSCOM Information Office not less than 
25 working days before the intended publica
tion date. 

(3) Briefing texts and technical papers 
will arrive at the SENSCOM Information 
Office not less than 25 working days before 
the intended publication date. 

m. The following expands upon the state
ments of responsibilities contained in AR 
360-11 only to the extent required to assure 
accomplishment of all aspects of the total 
public affairs program. 

(1) CG, ARADCOM: 
(a) Plan, supervise and execute the 

SENTINEL public information and public 
affairs responsibilities assigned in AR 360-
11, and assure appropriate coordination 
with other participating organizations. 

(b) During Phase II, submit proposed 
SENTINEL related public information re
leases, not previously cleared, to SENSCOM 
Information Officer for review and appropri
ate action. 

(c) Support and assist the SENTINEL 
information and public affairs activities of 
SENSCOM, USAEDH, SENLOG, STRATCOM 
and SENSEA. 

(2) CG, SENSCOM: 

PHASES I AND II 

(a) Monitor and coordinate for the 
SENSM overall Sentinel public affairs and 
public information activities. 

(b) Furnish necessary data on Sentinel 
public information and public affairs mat
ters as appropriate to SENSM and OCINFO 
D~ ' 

(c) Review proposed information material 
to include displays and obtain clearance for 
its use from the SENSM, OCINFO, DA; and 
DODOASD(PA) as appropriate. 

(d) Coordinate with OCINFO, DA and 
SENSO proposed information actions involv
ing other military services, i.e., Sentinel Sys
tem tests requiring Navy or Air Force 
launched target vehicles or interface with 
Navy or Air Force operational systems of 
those under development. 

( e) Review and coordinate with OCINFO 
DA and SENSO, information plans prepared 
by major DA commands and agencies. 

(f) Ooordina~ with OCINFO, DA and 
SENSO appropr1.ate Congressional notifica
tions through OCLL, DA concerning Senti
nel information to be released. 

(g) Advise SENSM and OCINFO, DA of 
impending developments in the Sentinel in
formation program. 

(h) Provide individuals to brief Members 
of Congress, public officials, news media rep
resentatives and the public as stipulated by 
SEN SM. 

PHASE I 

(a) Provide CG, ARADCOM with qualified 
members of the Phase I initial briefing teams 
as authorized by SENSM. 

(b) Assist other DA commands and staff 
agencies as appropriate. 

PHASE II 

(a) Conduct Sentinel Community Rela
tions briefings as appropriate. 

(b) During Phase Il(a) and Phase II(b) 
monitor, coordinate a.nd assist the commu
nity ~elations activities (AR 360--01) of the 
Division Engineer, USAEDH, at potential or 
approved Sentinel sites, as appropriate. 

( c) During Phase n ( c) plan, supervise and 
conduct community relations activities (AR 
360-61) at approved Sentinel sites. 

(d) Review for technical accuracy, secu
rity and consonance with SENSM policy pro
posed ~ormation materials submitted by 
all participating organizations and contrac
tors;. submit to OCINFO, DA for clearance as 
req~ured by references b and c; advise origi
natmg agency and OCINFO of changes in the 
text of the proposed material made during 
the SENSCOM review. 

(e) Conduct other public information and 
public affairs activities in consonance with 
the responsibilities of the SENSM as speci
fied herein and in AR 360-11. 

PHASE III 

Provide such public affairs assistance as 
may be required to facilitate tum-over of 
Sentinel sites to CONAD/PACOM and to in
sure continuity and consistency of Sentinel 
site community relations activities with on
going Phase II community relations activ
ities at other sites. 

(3) Division Engineer, USAEDH: 
PHASES I AND II 

(a) Coordinate and supervise the Sentinel 
information, public relations and commu
nity relations activities of Engineer Districts 
and Divisions. 

(b) Submit public information releases 
concerning Sentinel related engineer activi
ties which contain material or information 
not previously cleared for publication 
through the SENSCOM Information Officer 
for review and appropriate action. 

(c) In coordination with SENSCOM con
duct, as appropriate, other Sentinel public 
information and public affairs activities. 

(d) Provide individuals to brief Members of 
Congress, public officials, news media rep
resentatives, and the public as stipulated 
by SENSM. 
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(e) Provide CG, ARADCOM and CG, 

SENSCOM with qualified members of the 
ARADCOM initial briefing team and sub
sequent SENSCOM briefing teams as re
quired. 

(f) Support and assist the Sentinel related 
public information and public affairs activ
ities of CG, ARADCOM as appropriate. 

(g) During Phase II(a) and Phase II(b), 
in coordination with CG, SENSCOM, plan, 
supervise and execute Sentinel public in
formation, public affairs and community re
lations (AR 36o-61) activities, as appropri
ate, in Engineer Divisions and Districts. 

(h} During Phase II(c), support and assist 
the Sentinel public information, public af
fairs and community relations activities of 
CG, SENSCOM, as appropriate. 

(4) CG, SENLOG: Support and assist the 
Sentinel information and public affairs ac
tivities of ARADCOM, SENSCOM, USAEDH, 
STRA TCOM and SENSEA, as well as other 
participating organizations, as appropriate. 

(5) co, SENSEA: Support and assist the 
Sentinel information and public affairs ac
tivities of ARADCOM, SENSCOM, USAEDH, 
SENLOG and STRATCOM, as well as other 
participating organizations, as appropriate. 

(6) Other Participating Organizations: 
(a) Plan, supervise and execute appropri

ate public information and public affairs 
activities in consonance with DA policy as 
stated in AR 360-11 and this document. 

(b) Support and assist the Sentinel in
formation and public affairs activities of 
SENSM, ARADCOM, USAEDH and other 
commands and agencies as approprta.te. 

( c) Coordinate all SENSM identified ac
tivities through the SENSCOM Information 
Officer. 

7. EXECUTION: The SENTINEL System 
public affairs program will be a responsive 
implementation of the policy guidance con
tained in references (a}, (b), (c), and (d) as 
expanded and restated herein. 

a. Information Kit. A kit will be assembled 
and distributed to all commands (to include 
applicable Unified and Specified Commands) 
and agencies participating in the Sentinel 
System Program for use in response to re
quests for information and to serve as back
ground information. 

( 1) The SENSM will have the overall re
sponsibility for assembling the kit and for 
procuring appropriate inputs to it from all 
commands and agencies participating in the 
Sentinel System Program and for processing 
its contents. 

(2) The kit will include, but shall not be 
limited to, the following: 

(a) Kit folder. 
(b) A fact sheet on the Sentinel System 

which tells within the bounds of security 
regulations: What the Sentinel System miS
sion is; what the functions of major Sentinel 
subsystems and components are; how the 
Sentinel System will operate; when deployed 
in CONUS, that Sentinel will be an opera
tional element of CONAD; and when de
ployed in Hawaii, that Sentinel will be an 
operational element of PACOM; its defensive 
coverage area (schematic national footprint 
chart) and how operational sites are selected, 
validated and acquired for Sentinel radars 
and missiles. 

(c) A chart showing all commands, agen
cies, contractors and subcontractors partic
ipating in the Sentinel Program together 
with a capsulized statement of mission or 
contract requirements. 

(d) A listing of Sentinel information mile
stones as specified herein. (See Inclosure 1 
hereto) 

( e) Biographies and photos of key service 
personalities associated with the Sentinel 
System Program. 

(f) Photos or artist-concept sketches of 
Sentinel missiles, radars , site lay-outs and 
test or training installations. 

(g) Copies of all news releases of national 
import which have been made on the Sen
Lnol Program. 
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(h) Copies of major speeches or articles 
pertaining to the Sentinel System considered 
appropriate for general distribution. 

(i) Copies of major statements or testi
mony on the Sentinel System made by key 
DOD and DA personalities. 

b . Press Releases. 
( 1) Press releases will be made when jus

tified by newsworthy Sentinel activities ex
ecuted in the public environment or by the 
accomplishment of a Sentinel Information 
Milestone (see AR 360-11 and Inclosure 1, 
hereto, for Sentinel Information Milestones). 
Such releases will normally originate with 
the Army element or Sentinel contractor or 
subcontractor having immediate responsi
bility for or cognizance of the event being 
reported. Releases will be cleared as required 
by AR 360-11. 

(2) Requests for information about the 
Sentinel program received from members of 
the press, radio or television will be met with 
an affirmative response within security reg
ulations. 

c. Magazine Articles: All magazine articles 
and responses to queries will be processed in 
accordance with references b and c. 

( 1) Magazine articles will be prepared by 
Army staff members or major DA subordinate 
commanders having operational cognizance 
of the Sentinel Program for submission to 
military, scientific and professional journals 
and publications that are service sponsored 
or oriented. 

( 2) OCRD will encourage and assist in the 
preparation for magazine articles on the Sen
tinel System by civilian scientific or tech
nical writers of national stature. 

(3) There will be an affirmative response 
to specific requests made by representatives 
of civilian, military and technical magazines 
for information about the Sentinel System 
Program. 

d. Interviews. 
( 1) Requests by representatives of national 

news media to interview senior DA operating 
officials regarding the Sentinel System will 
be met affirmatively. 

(2) Officials granting interviews will ascer
tain to the extent feasible the questions that 
will be asked concerning the Sentinel Sys
tem by the news media representatives; 
where questions regarding the Sentinel Sys
tem are asked which are outside the context 
of previously cleared Sentinel material, or 
where an answer to a question would reveal 
classified information, the official being in
terviewed will decline to answer. Every effort 
will be made to anticipate the questions that 
will be asked by the interviewing reporter; 
where unclassified Sentinel information has 
not been previously cleared which is re
sponsive to the anticipated questions; the 
anticipated question and the proposed an
swer will be submitted to OCINFO for review 
and clearance by SENSM and OASD(PA). 

(3) Requests by representatives of local or 
regional news media to interview Army offi
cials concerned with Sentinel activities in 
their circulation;broadcast area will be met 
affirmatively. Officials granting such inter
views will be guided by paragraph 6.d(2) 
above, and the provisions of AR 360-5. 

e. Speakers Program. An active speakers 
program will be established. Senior Anny 
personnel associated with the Sentinel 
Program will participate in this program to 
the maximum extent feasible in order to ex
plain to the American people the reasons for 
the Sentinel deployment decision, the 
strategic rationale supporting the deploy
ment decision and why it is necessary and 
important to obtain real estate in particular 
areas for Sentinel operational sites for the 
System's missile, radars and supporting 
facilities. 

(1) Speech engagements in support of 
this program for senior Army staff members 
will be coordinated by CINFO. 

(2) Speech engagements in support of this 
program for senior Sentinel commanders and 

members of their staffs will be coordinated 
by major Command Information Officers. 

(3) Every effort will be made to interest 
high-ranking military and civilian person
nel within DOD in making public state
ments in support of the Sentinel, System 
Program and the Sentinel deployment deci
sion. 

(4) OCINFO, DA and major Command In
formation Officers will maintain a library of 
quotations and public statements about the 
Sentinel System and the Sentinel deploy
ment decision for insertion in speeches made 
by participating personnel. 

( 5) A standard briefing text with appro
p~ia te slides will be prepared by the SENSM, 
with appropriate inputs from participating 
commands and agencies and cleared in ad
vance with OASD(PA). The SENPACC will 
review this briefing text periodically and sug
gest up-date inputs as appropriate. Copies 
of this briefing text will be distributed to 
major DA co]llmands/agencies participating 
in the Sentinel Program. 

f._ Exhibit Program. If available, mobile 
exhibits cleared by OASD(PA) may be used 
in conjunction with speeches, panels, con
ventions and symposiums in which the Sen
tinel System is discussed. 

(1) CG, SENSCOM and the Division En
gineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Division, 
Huntsville (USAEDH), will coordinate and 
collaborate on the construction of several 
mobile Sentinel exhibits suitable for display 
at Community Relations briefings conducted 
in local communities in connection with 
Sentinel site validation, acquisition and 
construction activities. 

(2) Requests for utilization of all exhibits 
in civilian sponsored fairs, expositions, con
ventions, etc., will be coordinated by OCINFO 
with the SENSM and OASD(PA) on a case
by-case basis. (Note: This does not apply to 
exhibits at Sentinel Site Community Rela
tions Briefings conducted by SENSCOM or 
USAEDH personnel) . 

g. Sentinel Site Community Relations 
Briefings. 

( 1) SENSCOM and USAEDH will collabo
rate and prepare a Sentinel Site Community 
R~lations Briefing Text, with supporting 
slides, which ( after appropriate clearance by 
OASD(PA)) will be used by Corps of Engi
neers, SENSCOM and ARADCOM personnel 
in briefing, as appropriate, local governmen
tal officials and citizens groups regarding 
Sentinel site activities underway or antic
ipated in local communities. 

(2) These briefings will be designed to in
form recipient audience groups regarding the 
reasons for the Sentinel deployment decision, 
the strategic rationale supporting the deploy
ment and why it is necessary and important 
in implementing the Sentinel deployment 
decisions to obtain real estate in particular 
areas for use as operational sites for Sentinel 
radars, missiles and supporting facilities, and 
the operational roles of CINCONAD and 
CINCPAC after roe. Whenever briefings are 
given in Unified Command areas, or in com
munities adjacent to military installations, 
the commanders concerned will be notified 
beforehand. 

(3) The briefing text shall also include 
factual information identifying potential 
Sentinel sites in or near the local area where 
the briefing is given, and appropriate com
ments regarding site acreage requirements, 
site physical lay-out and functions, antic
ipated site population data, estimated site 
pay-roll data, how potential sites are vali
dated and acquired (described entire deci
sion-making process to include Title 10 ac
tion required by law), expected or antici
pated effects of potential Sentinel sites on 
local property values, tax structure and pay
ments, schools, sewers, water supply, fire pro
tection, police protection, TV and radio re
ception, roads, highways, and safety to in
clude its radiation and nuclear accident 
aspects. 

h. Operation Understandings. 
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(1) CG, ARADCOM will periodically up

date ARADCOM's Operation Understanding 
Program to highlight appropriate aspects of 
the Sentinel decision and its supporting de
ployment program. 

(2) Corps of Engineers Districts and Divi
sions participating in the Sentinel Program, 
and SENSCOM, will nominate appropriate 
citizen leaders and officials from local com
munities adjacent to potential Sentinel sites 
to ARADCOM for participation in ARAD
COM's Operation Understanding. 

(3) CG, ARADCOM will issue invitations 
to nominated citizens to participate in Op
eration Understanding a.s feasible and ap
propriate. 

i. SENTINEL Training. 
(1) CG, CONARC will develop a Sentinel 

Training Public Affairs Plan for implementa
tion at the earliest feasible date. 

(2) This plan will be submitted to OASD 
(PA) for review prior to implementation. 
(See AR 360-11). 

j. Press Visit to National Missile Ranges. 
(1) CG SENSCOM will develop, in coordi

nation with OCINFO and OCRD, a Public Af
fairs Plan supporting a visit or tour by news 
media representatives to Kwajalein Island or 
to White Sands Missile Range to witness ap
propriate portions of Sentinel System tests. 

(2) These plans will be submitted to OASD 
(PA) for review prior to implementation (see 
AR 360-11). 

k. Radio/Television. 
(1) A program to acquaint service p erson

nel with salient portions of the Sentinel Sys
tem and the Sentinel deployment decision 
through Armed Forces Radio and Television 
will be conducted. CG, USCONARC, in coordi
nation with CG, ARADCOM, will develop a 
plan to implement this program as part of 
the overall DA Command Information Pro-
gram. . 

(2) There will be an affirmative response 
by all commands and agencies participating 
in the Sentinel Program to requests by com
mercial radio and television for cleared Sen
tinel newsworthy items to include film clips 
of II?,issile flights, photos and taped inter
views. 

1. State officials and Civilian Aides to the 
Secretary of the Army, state Governors, state 
Adjutants General of the National Guard, 
Civilian Aides to the Secretary of the Army 
and other state officials as appropriate will be 
kept informed by direct mail or by personal 
visits by senior officers regarding Sentinel 
plans or activities which will or may have 
an effect in the respective states or areas of 
these officials. Specific notifications or brief
ings of these officials will be as directed and 
authorized by the SENSM. 

m. Local Officials. CG, SENSCOM and the 
Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer Divi
sion, Huntsville, will coordinate activities 
to keep local government officials informed 
as to activities which affect their areas. Co
operating Corps of Engineers division and 
district engineers will maintain liaison with 
public officials in affected communities to 
keep them informed of Sentinel-related real 
estate and construction activities which will 
impact on those officials' areas of interest. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, dur
ing this debate, much has been said about 
the views of such experts as Admirals 
Rickover or Zumwalt regarding the Tri
dent. 

If we had already made the decision 
to build the Trident, their views on how 
to build it would, of course, be important 
and relevant. 

But as to the decision to build Trident 
on a crash basis, which involves an 
evaluation of the probabilities of war or 
of an emergency requiring the subs 
by 1978 rather than 1980, I cannot see 
that their expertise or their views are 
relevant. 

The decision to accelerate is essential
ly a political decision, involving an as
sessment, first, of the probabilities of an 
emergency with the Russians occurring, 
and even more fundamentally, of wheth
er or not it is in the national interest to 
encourage detente with the Soviet Un
ion. 

If we do not favor detente and wish 
to speed up the arms race, then we should 
build the Trident as soon as possible, as 
recommended by the admirals and others 
on this floor. 

The signal we send Moscow, by speed
ing up the arms race, is that detente is 
off-off at least until the Russians give 
in to our demand that they change their 
emigration policy regarding their Jewish 
citizens and, as some put it, open up 
their society, something which is most 
unlikely to happen. 

It is inconceivable to me why anyone 
is really against a detente with the Rus
sians, but apparently there are people 
who believe it is either impossible or un
desirable. 

I believe it is very much against the 
interest of the United States to prevent 
detente and to prevent the cessation of 
the arms race. 

Mr. President, the Senator from New 
Hampshire a few moments ago described 
the absurd but dangerous, lobbying of 
Admiral Zumwalt. 

It is incredible to what lengths the 
admirals will go in their efforts to influ
ence the Members of this Senate. 

His actions, along with the recent scare 
tactics about popup missiles, ·prompts 
me to sug.gest a.n award be given for the 
most original and far-out contribution 
to the art of influencing Congress that 
has occurred this year, or in my memory. 
A -WORD OF PRAISE FOR THE POPUP PLANNERS 

AND A RECOMMENDATION FOR THE FffiST 

.ANNUAL POPUP AWARD 

Only rarely does politics ascend to the 
level of art. When that happens, it is 
appropriate for the Senate to pause in 
its work to acknowledge such achieve
ment. 

I refer to a phenomenon which for 
many years has been noted, but which 
has regrettably gone without proper rec
ognition. This is the annual artistry in
volved in alerting the Congress and the 
American people to the perils, seen and 
unseen, which beset the Nation from 
abroad. Senators will recognize the phe
nomenon. It is a yearly occurrence: the 
surprise popup of a serious enemy 
threat which portends great danger to 
the Nation and which requires heavy ex
penditure on exotic weapons systems if 
we are to be saved. It always occurs 
shortly before the vote on defense ap
propriations is taken. 

Some, I realize, have seen this phe
nomenon, but have not recognized it as 
an art form, thinking it only a kind of 
skullduggery by which gullible Congress
men, apprehensive of appearing soft on 
this Nation's enemies, are suckered into 
excessive appropriations to feed the 
expanding appetite of the military-in
dustrial complex. I myself have been 
guilty of speaking uncharitably about 
these annual alerts simply because they 
rely upon dubious assumptions, selective 
disclosure of information, falsely precise 
estimates, misleading language, and 

alarmist conclusions built upon pyramids 
of non sequiturs. In my enthusiasm, I 
now recognize, I have failed to give ade
quate credit to the skill required to make 
such presentations. For truly, when one 
considers the adversity faced by those 
who orchestrate the "popup" of each 
year's threat, one must stand in genuine 
awe of their creativity and persever
ance. 

Once, of course, it was easier. ·when 
the Nation was subjected to the specter 
of Asian peasants swimming into San 
Francisco Bay, or Cossacks vanquishing 
Manhattan, or even secret Soviet missile 
implacements on the Moon or on the 
ocean floor, it was not so difficult a task 
to rile the Nation into a state of excita
tion. But that was some time ago. Now 
the climate in which a popu_p planner 
must operate is much more challenging, 
for Congress and the American people 
have become more sophisticated about 
alleged threats to the Nation. We have 
endured a 10--year war in Indochina 
ba~ed upon false assumptions. We have 
observed the completion of an ABM 
treaty, signed by the two superpowers 
after both sides had concluded that such 
a weapon probably would not work any
way. And we recognize now that with 
each side possessing sufficient weapons 
already to decimate the other, and with 
neither side able to defend itself from 
nuclear attack, the only real threat t-0 
our security arises in the possibility that 
either side might be irrational enough to 
use existing weapons-not some futur
istic weapons conjured up by the popup 
planners. 

In light of this growing scepticism of 
Congress and public about these annual 
threats, and in view of the difficult do
m.estic . burdens and tribulations of this 

· administration, there were many who 
· expected that this year,. the administra
tion might simply be, in the old phrase, 
too pooped to pop. Indeed, one sensed 
that they had given up and that the an
nual popup artform had been aban
doned for a new form of suasion called 
the "bargaining chip" theory-which 
argues that we must increase the tempo 
of our new weapons acquisition and 
build new weapons so that, in the event 
we achieve an arms agreement, we will 
not have needed to build them, even 
though they have already been built. 

But such a perception of events was 
ill-founded. For the popup planners 
were once again equal to the task. In
deed, not only have they popped again, 
in doing so they have created a veritable 
classic of the artform. For this year, 
the Pentagon's popup planners have 
popped-up at popup time with the most 
surprising surprise of all: The "popup," 
an ominous missile whose very name 
must surely stand as a landmark in the 
history of strategic threats. Some cyn
ics, of course, may respond without ap
preciation to the popup missile, argu
ing that as a threat, it lacks cogency, 
that it is almost a self-parody. I ask my 
colleagues, however, to look momen
tarily beyond that deficiency-to the 
creativity, drive, and downright deter
mination that must have been necessary 
in the planning and presentation of this 
newest threat. And I ask that they see 
the sunny side. For the apprehensions 
we had begun to harbor that the popup 
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artform had passed away can now be 
laid to rest. It is still with us--strong, 
vital, and alive. 

In recognition, Mr. President, I wish to 
propose the first of an annual series of 
awards-to be granted either to a per
son or to an anonymous revelation which, 
by dramatic timing and irrepressible 
enthusiasm, does the most to seduce 
Congress into weapons expenditures be
yond those which rationality might 
indicate. 

Had such an award been in existence, 
it might in past years have afforded us 
the opportunity to pay due recognition 
to the revelation of that sinister Soviet 
ABM known as the Galosh, or to the 
immortal words of Mr. Melvin Laird 
when in 1969 he assured the Congress: 

The Soviets are going for a first-strike ca
pability, and there is no question about it. 

On other occasions, it would have 
equipped Congress to grant appropriate 
homage to the bomber gap of 1955, the 
missile gap of 1960, the ABM gap of 
1967, the heavy missile rrap of 1969, and 
those tantalizing twin gaps of 1971-the 
R. & D. gap and supersonic bomber gap. 
On still other occasions, such an award 
would have allowed Congress to fete the 
precisely orchestrated alarm which ac
companied the appearance of a Soviet 
ship in the Indian Ocean and the well 
modulated concern-initiated in 1966-
that the Chinese were only 1 year away 
from perfection of an American-targeted 
ICBM. How else, but with the aplomb of 
practiced impresarios, could the popup 
planners have perpetuated that lingering 
threat for 7 consecutive years, when the 
Chinese have even yet to test an ICBM? 

Mr. President, these are all examples 
from the past: art that has gone unrec
ognized. For the present, we have new 
examples. For one, there is the specter 
of a new Soviet aircraft car!'ier. For an
other, there are the awesome possibilities 
called to our attention by Deputy Defense 
Secretary Clements, who has just re
turned from a wide-ranging trip to alert 
us that South Korea, that bastion of 
freedom in Asia, is in grave danger from 
a smaller North Korean Army. But for 
sheer artistry, Mr. President, these cur
rent threats do not meet the standard 
set by the epochal surprise which I now 
nominate as a candidate for the First 
Annual Popup Award: the "Popup Mis
sile" Scare of 1973. Other threats may 
follow, but they will have a high stand
ard to meet. 

Mr. President, it was only yesterday 
that I prepared the preceding remarks 
for delivery. But already there is another 
candidate for the First Annual Popup 
Award. 

As I understand it, Admiral Zumwalt, 
has now warned that the Congress is in 
danger of being misled by a swarming 
army of Soviet agents racing through the 
halls of the Capitol and lobbying Mem
bers of this body. So, in all fairness, that 
swarming army of lobbyists, revealed to 
us by Admiral Zumwalt, must be given 
equal consideration as a candidate for 
the:: First Annual Popup Award. The 
"pop-missile" is good, but we must be 
openminded about threats which are 
even better. 

Mr. President, if it were not so tragic, 
it would almost be funny: The measures 

to which Admiral Zumwalt and his col
leagues have been resorting in this effort 
to stop the move to keep the Trident on 
the original schedule. 

I resent the insinuation that Com
munist agents are effectively lobbying 
Members of the Senate. Anytime any
one exercises independent judgment on 
a question such as this, as to whether 
or not we should speed up the missile 
race, he is accused of playing the Rus
sian game. 

I have been exposed to the same kind 
of tactic over the past several years with 
regard to the war in Indochina, so it is 
not a new experience. However, it is a 
new experience for people such as the 
Senator from New Hampshire, who has 
labored over this program for years and 
who has made such a contribution in the 
R. & D. Subcommittee on the Armed 
Forces Committee by trying to bring 
some sensible balance into our arms pro
gram. I join him in condemning these 
tactics. I think such tactics are a reflec
tion upon the Military Establishment. I 
should think the Joint Chiefs, as a whole, 
would see that it is counterproductive 
as well as unethical to engage in these 
tactics. 

So I urge the Senate to follow the ad
vice of the Senator from New Hamp
shire, not to engage in a speedup of this 
program. As the Senator from Massa
chusetts said yesterday, this would send 
a signal to Moscow that any hope of a 
detente, in the arms race in particular, 
is out. I think that is the way they 
would interpret this. 

Of cours·e, this is but one of a series 
of events which have occurred. I have 
referred-I will not harp on it again
to the fact that a few days ago the Con
gress gave new life and indefinite tenure 
to Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, 
which is another move in the same direc
tion. 

Finally, I should mention the reaction 
we have seen to the speeches of Mr. 
Brezhnev, which show that he is coming 
under attack by the people in his coun
try who do not believe in detente, the 
hard-liners. 

If events continue to proceed along 
this line, I would predict that the move 
toward detente started by President 
Nixon last year will collapse, and very 
likely it will result in a change in Mos
cow simply because of the failure of their 
effort to bring about better relations 
with this country. If that happens I 
think we will all suffer, and not just in 
this country, because there will then be a 
real scare, a genuine one, based on the 
assumption of those in office in Moscow 
that detente will not work. We will be 
back in an arms race with all that en
tails for our economy and the economy 
in Russia, and with increased competi
tion in peripheral areas, such as the 
Middle East and other places. 

I hope very much the Senate will fol
low the lead of the Senator from New 
Hampshire and delay the acceleration of 
this program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that would 
be a signal that there is hope for detente. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I want to 
here and now reject the notion that any
one who supports the acceleration of 
Trident is opposed to detente. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. 

The President of the United States has 
been given credit for initiating the de
tente, and the President of the United 
States recommends the acceleration of 
Trident. It seems strange to me that the 
man with the greatest degree of inter
national sophistication would advocate 
scuttling detente. 

The fact is that the Soviets with their 
quantitative and qualitative improve
ment in their armed forces do not keep 
that detente. We, on the other hand, I 
guess, are expected to disarm. I suggest 
that those who favor this kind of scaling 
down of our arms capability are those 
who are prepared to accept detente on 
someone else's terms and not on our own. 
I find that very difficult to swallow. 

It seems that some have expressed 
concern that by accelerating Trident we 
will convince the Soviets that we are not 
acting in good faith. They fully expect 
us to make all the improvements we can 
in our inferior numbers we agreed to in 
the period before we arrive at other 
agreements and we are living with our 
commitments, even with acceleration on 
Trident. 

Now, to suggest that the Soviets have 
some fear of aggressive action by the 
United States is to ignore history and 
the nature of the Soviets. That simply 
is not realistic. The Soviets no more fear 
aggression by the United States, they no 
more fear a first strike against them by 
the United States than they genuinely 
fear the revival of German militarism or 
British imperialism. They know we are 
people who do not want to fight, but 
only def end ourselves. They know we do 
not have a first-strike policy and they 
know we do not have a first-strike ca
pability. So to suggest that they are 
suspicious of our motives, I think, is a 
rather naive suggestion. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I take it that the 

Senator thinks that I am naive. I do not 
think that I am, but the Senator is quite 
at liberty to think so. 

Mr. TOWER. I did not say that the 
Senator was naive; I said the suggestion 
was. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is 
quite entitled to his views about that, but 
I can only call attention to the fact that 
all evidence indicates that during the 
past 20 years the Soviets have been 
exerting themselves to try to catch up 
with this country. Nobody, I think, 
denies that we have been superior in 
both numbers and quality of missiles, 
yet we have been going ahead rapidly 
with MIRV. The Senator from Mas
sachusetts proposed that we put a 
freeze on them. The President refused; 
this body refused. Now we have the 
MffiV, which makes things much more 
complicated. 

The Senator says the Soviets do not 
fear us. They would fear anybody with 
the kind of destruction we have caused. 
We have been engaged for 8 years in 
destroying freedom. The Senator says 
that we are a peace-loving people, yet 
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we have just come out of the longest war 
in our history, in an area where we had 
no conceivable business. I do not know 
how anyone could be so foolish as to 
think the Soviets do not fear the power 
of the United States. 

The United States is a great power. 
The Senator said that yesterday in the 
debate. Several Senators said that. It is 
the greatest power in the world today. 

Mr. TOWER. In response to the Sena
tor's statement, if the Soviets fear Amer
ican power, then they fear it in the sense 
that American power might be used to 
thwart their designs on the free world. 
We must remember that after World 
War II, we demobilized. I remember, I 
was hooked in the person of a deckhand 
on an amphibious gunboat. I figured up 
every day the number of my points which 
would let me go home. My mother wanted 
me home worse than I wanted to go 
home. The fact is that we did, in a mas
sive way, begin to demobilize, but the 
~viets began to rebuild their capability. 

The United States has not been an 
aggressor. In the last four wars we have 
gone into, we have gone into them only 
because somebody else started them. 

The fact is that the Soviets are the 
ones who pulled the iron curtain down 
on the Eastern European community. It 
is the Soviets who have participated in 
all the major military adventures that 
have taken place since World War II. 

The Soviets do not fear us from the 
standpoint of first-strike capability. 
Their intelligence is good enough to tell 
them that we do not have first-strike 
capability. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. No. I -have yielded to the 
Senator on my own time. I will give him 
time to answer me later. if he chooses to 
do so. I want to take up some other mat
ters which the Senator has mentioned. 

The Senator said that our desire to 
build up our military strength is insati
able. If that is so, why have the military
industrial schools said that we are spend
ing less in terms of real spending than 
for defense, and have done so for several 
years? The fact is that for several years 
our airplane and other military procure
ments have been less than they have been 
for 40 years. The fact is that we are 
spending less of our national budget and 
a lower percentage of our gross national 
product for national defense than we 
have since about the time of Pearl 
Harbor. 

The insatiable appetite of the military
industrial complex and our intelligence 
has been mentioned. The Senator from 
South Dakota said that intelligence 
somehow magically appears at a time 
when we are debating the military weap
ons system, to try to scare us into doing 
something we really do not need to do. 
That suggestion carries with it the 
thought that maybe our intelligence is 
phony, is unreliable. 

If any Senator has any evidence or 
proof that we are getting phony intelli
gence, he should bring it before us, and 
we had better look into it. If that is so, 
they probably are manufacturing it, and 
then we are getting onto pretty danger
ous ground. 

I trust our intelligence, to an extent, 

but history has shown, recent history has 
proven, that the tendency of the intelli
gence organizations is to underestimate, 
not overestimate, Soviet capabilities. 

In the absence of anything else, I have 
to believe in the intelligence that is pre
sented to me by our intelligence agencies. 
I do not know what other sources would 
be superior to our intelligence gathering 
agencies. I do not think it is right to 
question the credibility or validity of our 
intelligence unless we have something 
to the contrary to prove that that intelli
gence is wrong. 

If we are going to get into that. I 
think we ought to go into another closed 
door session, because I think we can 
demonstrate in a closed door session that 
that intelligence is pretty good. It is in 
a pretty advanced stage of the art. But I 
do not foresee any closed door session. 

In any event, I think it would be dan
gerous for us not to accept our intelli
gence. Based on experience of recent 
years, we have not known of some Soviet 
weapons until they had showed up in a 
hangar or showed up in an air show. So · 
I think it would be wise to underestimate 
Soviet strength based on our intelligence 
rather than overestimate it based on our 
intelligence. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. The reason I took my seat 
was that the senior Senato:: from Mis
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON) wanted to make 
some remarks. So I was waiting for him 
t - come on the floor. I shall be glad to 
yield after I have paid my courtesy to 
the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMiiiGTON. I :-tppreciate the 
Senator'z posi~-ion. 

I am one of those who is for building a 
Trident submarine, but not for it on the 
basis of this accelerated production. Be
fore the Senate Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee, I made the following 
statement: 

THE TRIDENT SUBMARINE 

I turn now from a subject where we be
lieve the Committee's decision was ribht to 
one where many Committee Members believe 
it was wrong; in fact, our position lost by 
the narrowest of margins, one vote. 

The recent history of the Trident subma
rine program deserves some detailing, because 
it is an excellent case-study in unbusiness
like, extravagant, and wasteful military 
spending. 

As late as September, 1971, the Defense 
Department had an orderly businesslike pro
gram for modernization of the Navy's under
water missile submarine fleet. As needed, the 
Trident I missile (formerly called Extended
Range PosP.idon or EXPO) was to be devel
oped and fitted into Poseidon submarines. 

Because of its 1,500 mile greater range as 
compared to the Poseidon, it was estimated 
that the Trident would provide a significant 
increase in the ocean area. within which 
United States' submarines could operate 
while on station. The unprecedentedly ex
pensive Trident submarine--each costing a 
half billion dollars (not millions, billions) 
more than the previously most expensive 
ship in world history, the latest nuclear car
rier-and the planned Trident II missile 
were to be delayed until the early 1980's. 

Witllout commitment, they were to be 
considered as possible later replacements for 
the Polaris/ Poseidon fleet. 

· Last year, however, for reasons we have 
never been able to fully understand, a lobby
ing effort, the most intense in my twenty
eigh t years in Government, was undertaken; 

and thereupon normal, businesslike order in 
the Trident planned production 'program 
went out the window. 

_\ sensible orderly Trident program was 
altered to combine procurement with de
velopment, apparently in order that this sub
marine could be operable in 1978 rather than 
2 or 3 years later. 

Fr?m the standpoint of good shop pract ice, 
consider the fact that under this acceler
ated product in program, all 10 Trident sub
marines will be funded and under construc
tion before the first one is comDleted. 

This extraordinary shift in production 
planning is exactly opposite to the "fly before 
buy" program concept this Administration 
once consistently emphasized would be its 
policy as the result of the tragic multi-billion 
dollar waste they found was characteristic of 
various ship, plane, and tank programs. 

Nevertheless an effort is now being made 
by the Defense Department to justify this 
a-ccelerat ed Trident program on various 
grounds, including the following: Tridents 
would eventually· replace the aging Polaris/ 
Poseidon submarines; would provide for 
United St ates basing of ballistic missile sub
marines; would provide an increased sub
marine operating area as a hedge against 
possible Soviet breakthroughs in anti-sub
marine warfare; and would support fut ure 
SALT negotiations. 

Taking up these assert ions in order, t he 
Defense Depart ment itself, as well as other 
witnesses before the Armed Services Com
mi ttee, have est ablished that the Polaris/ 
Poseidon submarines, with a design life of 
20 years, may be suitable for operation up to 
25 years (outside experts have estimated 30 
years). Since the oldest submarine will not 
reach even 20 years of age before 1979, there 
is no justification whatever to accelerate this 
program because of aging. 

Because the Trident I missile can have a 
range of 4,500 miles by backfitting it into 

-Polaris/ Poseidon submarines, these Polaris/ 
Poseidon submarines, wit h the missile in 
quest ion, could also be based in the Unit ed 
States. 

Back.fitting the Trident missile int o Po
laris/ Poseidon submarines would provide an 
increase in ocean operating area because the 
long-range· ·Trident I missiles are what in
crease the operating area, not the unprece
dentedly expensive new submarines. Further
more, t he Director of Defense Advanced Re
search Projects Agency has testified that the 
patrol area would increase sufficiently with 
Trident I missiles to pose immediate addi
tional problems for any ASW sensor that 
can now be conceived. 

The previous program would constitut e 
practical and imposing evidence to the So
viet s that the United states was developing 
an orderly replacement for the Polaris/ Posei
don fleet. We do not add to our "bargaining 
chips" by pursuing a hurried and therefore 
premature schedule which ultimately could 
well bring damage to the entire submarine 
replacement program. 

* 
A thorough study of this proposed acceler

ation was undertaken last year by tl'Je Re
search and Development Subcommit\ee of 
the Committee on Armed Services (thlt> only 
detailed study made by any Commit~.ee of 
the Senate). 

For the reasons given, the facts unc,,vered 
by their investigation supported th•· logic 
of an orderly program similar to the S&ptem
ber, 1971, Defense Department position. 

This orderly program, however, w~s re
jected by the full Committee, as the ~esult 
of a tie vote. 

This year, the Research and Development 
Subcommittee recommended by a unani
mous vote of the Senators present, going back 
to a program similar to the September, 1971, 
DoD Trident schedUle, at a saving this year 
of $885.4 million; and on the first vote last 
August 1, the position of the Subcommittee 
was supported by the full Committee, 8 to 7. 
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Later I was informed a Senator had 

changed his mind; therefore the vote on 
Trident should not be considered final. Ac
cordingly, still later, the Committee voted 
B to 7 against the Subcommittee recom
mendation, and approved both the accelera
tion and the total amount of money that 
had been requested by the Department of 
Defense. 

The Subcommittee had recommended $642 
million for this Trident program for FY 
1974, but the full Committee voted the full 
request of the Defense Department, $1,527.4 
million. 

It is our understanding that the Chairman 
of the Subcommittee, Senator Mcintyre, 
plans to introduce an amendment to reduce 
this $1,527.4 million to the Subcommittee's 
position of $642 million. 

This amendment would delay the initial 
operating date for the lead submarine from 
1978 to 1980. Such a revised funding level 
would also permit a speed-up in the pro
gram to fit Poseidon submarines with the 
Trident missile. 

That valuable and relatively inexpensive 
hedge against Soviet anti-submarine warfare 
improvements was deliberately slowed down 
by the Defense Department, at the same time 
the far more expensive new submarine, Tri
dent, was accelerated. 

I believe the position of the Research and 
Development Subcommittee-again, the only 
Senate Committee to study the matter in 
depth-is a sensible and prudent alterna
tive to the wasteful, hurried, concurrent pro
gram successfully lobbied for by the De
partment of Defense after the Subcommittee 
had made its report. 

In the interest of sound business man
agement, I urge adoption of the Mcintyre 
amendment. 

Mr. President, let me mention again 
how close this vote was in the committee 
itself, after being unanimous against this 
acceleration in the subcommittee. 

Another matter is the nature and de
gree of the lobbying. My colleague 
from New Hampshire, chairman of the 
subcommittee, has already presented in 
able fashion, major arguments in favor 
of not accelerating the Trident program, 
and therefore I will not discuss in any 
detail the points he has effectively 
raised. 

The overriding factor to be considered 
about this proposed accelerated program 
is the fact that such a hurried approach 
would mean all 10 Trident submarines 
would be funded and under construction 
before the lead ship the first, is either 
completed or tested. From the standpoint 
of good shop practice, any one with man
ufacturing experience knows this to be 
unsound, because it could result in more 
multibillion dollar waste in defense pro
curement. 

Moreover, such production planning is 
total abandonment of the "fly before 
buy" principle, which this administra
tion has emphasized time and time again 
with respect to its policy of the procure
ment of weapons. 

In addition, and of particular concern, 
is the manner in which the Congress and 
the American people have been and are 
being lobbied with respect to this rushed 
program. 

You have just heard the latest-a 
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff talk
ing about Communist agents working 
against the Trident here on the Hill. 
More on that later. 

For the past 2 years the Research and 
Development Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee has re-

viewed the Trident submarine program 
in greater detail than any other com
mittee of Congress. 

Twice that subcommittee has recom
mended the development of the Trident 
on an orderly, nonaccelerated basis; but 
twice that subcommittee recommenda
tion has been overturned by the full 
Armed Services Committee each time by 
a single vote-and each time by a switch 
in the position of one member of the 
subcommittee, apparently due to heayy 
outside pressure from Nayy and Defense 
officials. 

Such lobbying continues to mount. It is 
the most intense witnessed in my over 
28 years in Government. 

An article last week in the New Re
public stated: 

Since Congress reconvened early this month 
admirals have become as familiar in the 
corridors of the Senate's office buildings as 
Senate pages. Admiral Elmo Zumwalt, the 
Chief of Naval Operations, and Vice Admiral 
Hyman Rickover, Deputy Commander for 
Nuclear Propulsion, have been leading the 
shoeleather brigade. The admirals have been 
talking to their usual allies, and they have 
even been visiting Senate doves, trying with
out apparent success to convince them of 
the wisdom of speeding up Trident. So des
perate has the Navy become that Zumwalt 
charged that "Soviet agents" were on Cap
itol Hill lobbing against the new submarine. 

That is the end of the quotation from 
the article. That was published last 
week; and the admiral should be asked, 
"what Soviet agents?" 

Although I did not hear the television 
program this morning, based on what 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire stated, Admiral Zumwalt ap
parently repeated this charge on national 
television just prior to a vote on this 
matter. 

It seems unfortunate we must have 
such lobbying, but I am not too surprised. 
In my hands is a memorandum from 
the Navy written a little over a year ago. 
It announces four sites that might be 
used for a Trident base. In that way the 
interest of four States become involved. 

I had hoped that this year Congress 
would examine the case of Trident ac
celeration on its merits, not reach a con
clusion based on all these pressures. 

Comparable instances of this intense 
lobbying on this issue are numerous. 
Many of my colleagues have told me 
of interesting experiences in that 
connection. 

As mentioned, last year Defense re
quested funds to begin construction on 
one of two bases for the Trident, one on 
the east coast and one on the west coast, 
but would never advise the Congress as 
to just where the bases would be located. 
They gave us four sites, the Military 
Construction Subcommittee, but with 
the full support of Chairman STENNIS of 
the full committee, I refused to author
ize any base until the locations had been 
determined. 

One of these bases the Navy said was 
to be in South Carolina, or Georgia, or 
Florida, or the State of Washington. We 
refused to give them the money on that 
basis; and no funds were authorized for 
the military construction bill for fiscal 
1973. 

As my colleagues are well aware, 
earlier this year a decision was made to 

build one Trident base, in Bangor, 
Wash. 

At the time this decision was an
nounced, the committee staff were 
briefed on the details of said new base. 
During that briefing the Navy stated 
that even if the Trident program were 
to go to 20 submarines, they would all 
be homeported in Bangor, Wash., and 
operate exclusively in the Pacific Ocean. 
The Polaris-Poseidon fleet would oper
ate in the Atlantic Ocean. Thus, the 
original plan of two bases, one on each 
coast, had apparently been scrapped. 

Later this year, however, during dis
cussion of the Trident program in the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, the 
question arose as to whether the Navy 
had future plans for a second Trident 
base in addition to the one in Bangor. 
Several members were apparently under 
the impression that there would be 2 
bases if the program went beyond the 
initial 10 submarines; and a check with 
Nayy officials revealed that they were in 
fact now saying that it was conceivable 
that a second Trident base would be 
constructed under such circumstances. 

This later position is complete reversal 
of that presented to the staff some 6 
months earlier. It would appear that 
once again the carrot is being dangled to 
obtain Trident support on the possibility 
the base for that submarine might be 
located in their State. 

In citing above illustrations, I do not 
mean to imply that it is improper for 
a particular service to defend its posi
tion on specific weapons system, but I do 
seriously question the tactics that have 
been used by the Nayy in its lobbying 
for the accelerated program. 

To the best of my knowledge, everyone 
who opposes the accelerated Trident 
program is for handling it on an efficient 
businesslike basis. They know, however, 
of the great waste that has been charac
teristic of many military weapons be
cause of all this rushing, and invariably 
bad shop practice. 

It is my fervent hope that the vote on 
the acceleration of Trident tomorrow 
morning will be decided on the basis of 
the facts presented here today, and not 
on the basis of this intensive lobbying 
by the Navy and the Defense Depart
ment. 

The chairman of the Research and 
Development Subcommittee, the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) 
and his staff have devoted considerable 
time and effort in analyzing this un
precedentedly expensive program, and I 
would hope that a majority of the Mem
bers of this body would support his 
amendment for an orderly production 
schedule on Trident. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 

such time to the Senator from Rhode 
Island as the distinguished Senator may 
require at this time. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I want 
to say at the outset that those who are 
for the 1978 date and those who are for 
the 1980 date are equally sincere in their 
convictions. It is a question of how we 
want to look at this. It is a questipn, too, 
of how much we have been interested in 
the progress of the underwater Navy we 
have in this country today. 

Mr. President, no one in the Senate, to 
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my knowledge, has ever built a nuclear 
submarine. And no one in the Senate to 
my knowledge has the expertise to say 
whether this is right or that is wrong. It 
is a question of what one's judgment 
happens to be. I can be wrong and, on 
the other hand, I can be right. And those 
who differ with me could be right and, 
on the other hand, they could as well 
be wrong. 

What does a man do when he does not 
feel well? Does he go down to the street 
corner and ask a man what he should do 
about his illness? The first thing he does 
is to go to the best doctor he knows to 
find out what is wrong. He does not go 
to someone on the street corner who, for 
the moment, does not happen to like 
doctors. 

So, in this area, when we get down to 
a matter that concerns technology, when 
it has so much to do with research and 
development, we have to go to those 
people whom we consider to be experts 
in that field. 

I want to say to the Senators, regard
less of how anyone feels about it, that in 
my humble opinion Adm. Hyman Rick
over, who is the father of our nuclear 
NavY, is the world's greatest expert with
out a question in nuclear submarines. 
One can question him on this and one 
can question him on that. However, when 
the chips are down, there is no man in 
the United States of America, there is 
no man in the Soviet Union, there is no 
man in Red China, and there is no man 
in all the world who knows more about a 
nuclear submarine and how to build one 
and what it should be and how much it 
will take and how much it will cost than 
Admiral Rickover. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, is it 

not true that this program has been 
under the guidance of Admiral Rickover 
and that Admiral Rickover has had ex
perience for almost a quarter of a cen
tury in building and designing 101 nu
clear submarines and other naval ships? 

Mr. PASTORE. Every single nuclear 
submarine, every nuclear aircraft car
rier-the Long Beach, the Bainbridge
every nuclear ship that was ever built by 
this country, Admiral Rickover has had 
supervision over it. He has been on them. 
I do not know how many Members of 
the Senate have ever been on a nuclear 
submarine. I have been. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PASTORE. I would be glad to 
yield at this time, if the Senator pre
fers. I thought I would like to get up 
some steam. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
have a conference with the House. 

Mr. PASTORE. In that event, I yield 
to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 
Senator mentioned the fact that if a man 
is ill he does not go to someone on the 
street corner. I do not think that is the 
question involved here. 

Mr. PASTORE. But I am going to refer 
to the letter that he wrote to me today 
in response to my letter. He is going to 
give the doctor's advice. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, may 

I suggest that the doctor's advice on 
how to build a submarine is not the ques
tion. It is whether or not we should ex
pand the initiative of the President for 
a detente and for a control of the arms 
race. 

The real issue is the political issue-as 
to how we would proceed in the process 
of achieving better relations with Russia 
in order that both of us can save huge 
sums on weapons. 

I do not question the expertise of 
Admiral Rickover in building a sub
marine. 

I simply question his judgment on the 
political question as to whether or not it 
is in the best interests of this country to 
seek a detente with Russia or the Chi
nese. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am not bringing Ad
miral Rickover in on that element at all. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is quite beyond 
his expertise. 

Mr. PASTORE. I have my own opin
ion on that and I shall answer that on 
my own time. That is a matter on Which, 
of course, '\'Te have to look to other peo
ple within the Government. We have to 
look to the feelings of Members of the 
Senate. I shall cover the matter of de
tente. 

As a matter of fact, it was I who in
troduced the resolution that led to the 
nonproliferation agreement, ancl. that 
was passed by a unanimous vote. The 
Senator knows I stood by his side on the 
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. PASTORE is no 
war-monger. PASTORE wants detente. 

I am just speaking here today on the 
question as to whether or not the Tri
dent, which we all agree should be built, 
I have been told-the only question be
fore this body here today is, should we 
do it by 1978 or should we do it by 1980? 

Arguments have been made here that 
we cannot do it, we will waste the money, 
and if we go to 1980 we can do it and we 
will save money. I am going to dispel that 
argument. That is why I went to Ad
miral Rickover, to get his opinion. 

I realize there are some people in the 
Senate who sincerely feel we should not 
build the Trident at all. They are going to 
use any means and method, and God 
bless them, to try to weaken it if they 
can. 

All I am talking about here is this: If 
we are going to engage ourselves in build
ing the Trident, the big question is, 
should we do it by 1978 or should we do 
it by 1980, and why cannot we do it by 
1978, or why should we wait until 1980-
that is the argument I am seeking to an
swer here this afternoon. This is why the 
first thing I did when I got up this morn
ing was call up Admiral Rickover. 

I said, "Admiral, I am going to ask you 
some questions, and I want you to answer 
them." 

I made sure with the Parliamentarian 
that I was not divulging or in any way 
violating the confidentiality of the meet
ing yesterday. I did not mention that at 
all to Admiral Rickover. I did not asso
ciate my inquiry with the executive 
meeting we had here yesterday. I merely 
asked him questions, and these are the 
questions I asked. 

I said, "Now, you take your pencil and 
write it down, Admiral." 

Apart from political and shipbuilding con-

siderations connected with the SALT I agree
ment, but including economic considera
tions: 

In other words, I did not want to get 
into the argument that we have to have 
Trident because we can make a better 
deal at SALT. I am discarding that be
cause it is an imponderable, and ~ny
one's guess is as good as anyone else. 
And I am not going to get into political 
questions, because there again, there are 
some people who still think we have a 
threat and others who do not think we 
have a threat, so you can argue that one 
way or the other. What I am addressing 
myself to is this argument that 1978 
means a waste, and 1980 does not. That 
is the question I asked him: 

What is the advantage of proceeding with 
the Trident program approved last year to 
complete the first submarine in 1978 in lieu 
of 1980? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. What is the what, 
now? 

Mr. PASTORE. What is the advantage 
of proceeding in 1978 as against 1980? 

It is stated that by postponing to 1980 we 
can reduce the fiscal year 1974 defense 
budget by $885.4 million. In the long run 
would this delay to 1980 cost more or less? 

That is a simple question. 
By adhering to 1978 instead of 1980 are 

we engaging in a project which will be un
certain? 

I asked that because the argument 
was made here that we do not know 
enough about it. 

R. & D. to justify 1978? How far have we 
gone in? 

That was the argument that was made 
by the Senator from Colorado. 

Is 1978 an orderly business schedule? 

That was the argument that was 
raised here by certain former industrial
ists who seem to feel they have a corner 
on everything the Senate needs to know 
about business. And the last question is: 

On what experience do you justify recom
mending we proceed with construction of 
the lead ship this year? 

Those are the questions I asked Ad -
miral Rickover. 

I realize his reply is quite involved, and 
as I read it, Senators cannot follow it too 
easily, so I had mimeographed copies 
of the letter made and they are on every 
desk in the Senate Chamber, so that 
Senators can follow me if they wish. 

These are Admiral Rickover's answers 
to my questions: 

Last year Congress appropriated funds to 
procure long lead components for the first 
Trident submarines based on the lead ship 
starting operation in 1978. For the pa.st year 
all Trident work has been proceeding on this 
schedule. To continue with this program on 
an orderly basis, construction of the lead 
Trident submarine needs to be authorized 
and funded this year. If the Congress now 
reverses its decision of last year by deferring 
the lead ship and stretching out the pro
curement of the follow ships, the program 
underway for the la.st year will be disrupted. 
If ten Trident submarines are bought on the 
delayed schedule contemplated by the 
amendment offered by Senators McINTYRE 
and DOMINICK, the Navy estimates that the 
cost of the program will increase by more 
than one billion dollars. 

One billion dollars; that is what it is 
going to cost you more in the long run. 
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The Deputy Sec:retary of Defense in a letter 

dated May 14, 1973 to the Chairman of the 
Research and Development Subcommittee of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee noted 
that this cost increase would result from 
breaks in the production lines, delay and dis
ruption, and decreased annual quantity pro
curements, as well as from inflation occur
ring during the delay period. 

I have been a Member of the Senate 
now for 23 years. I have been in public 
life continuously for 38 years. I was Gov
ernor of my State for 6 years. And if I 
learned one lesson, it was this: Every 
year that passes by, the cost goes up. 

Here I am being told today that if we 
waited until 1980, it would be cheaper 
than doing it by 1978. Mr. President, that 
is in violation of every rule I have ever 
learned. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on my time for a ques
tion? 

Mr. PASTORE. I will yield on my own 
time. 

Mr. McINTYRE. What is the date of 
the letter the Senator has from Admiral 
Rickover? 

Mr. PASTORE. This morning. Today. 
And you know why I got it? Because I 
was told yesterday that he was not called 
before the Senate committee to testify. 
He is the best expert in the world on this 
subject, and he did not appear before 
that committee. He was not even asked 
to appear before the committee. I do not 
call that prudent. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Will the Senator yield 
for a statement, on my time? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I have 

here a letter dated May 14, 1973, before 
this controversy arose, when I wrote a 
letter to the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
in which I said: 

Will you tell me, on the various alterna
tives, what the cost will be if we go the basic 
route or if we go the route that Mcintyre 
and Dominick suggest? 

I received back a letter of that date, 
May 14, which enclosed an official Navy 
document, before the controversy arose. 

Now, in the letter that Senator PAS
TORE is talking about, I understand it is 
estimated that $1 billion will be lost. Is 
it not peculiar that before the contro
versy arose, the estimated inflationary 
extra cost for this program would be 
somewhere in the viciliity of $475 
million? 

But, Mr. President, the R. & D. Sub
committee has tried to tell people, not 
only in their Senate offices but here on 
the Senate floor, that the one thing that 
we have learned in R. & D. is that if we 
want to go ahead and build submarines 
and develop them at the same time, let 
me give you a word picture of what is 
going to happen here: 

You have 10 submarines. The first one 
has not passed the planning stage. I am 
looking down the line. The department 
wishes to buy the first one, that has not 
even entered the fleet, and nine others 
are in various stages of production. If 
that is not concurrency and asking for 
trouble, the answer is the distinguished 
admiral gives that we 1n the Polaris
Poseidon program never make any mis
takes, that we are absolutely "non 
pareil." 

R. & D. says that the $475 million 
that it will cost under the Mcintyre
Dominick amendment is money well 
spent if we can get a better and more or
derly submarine that will not have to be 
back-fitted and all of that. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is what the Sen
ator is saying. What I am saying is, 
Why did not my good friend from New 
Hampshire call in Admiral Rickover? 
Why have we left out the best expert 
there is in the world to give his judg
ment? I do not care about your Secretary 
of Defense. He is a civilian. He does not 
know any more about nuclear sub
marines than you do. As I told you before, 
no one in the Senate ever built one and 
there is no one in the Senate that can 
build one. But Admiral Rickover can 
build one. He gave us 124 of them-124. 
Today, our first line of defense is our 
underwater Navy. And who is respon
sible? That little man that is buffeted 
around even by your Secretaries of De
fense, by your Navy. 

Mr. McINTYRE. My Navy? 
Mr. PASTORE. One man. Yes; the 

Secretary of Defense. Admiral Rickover 
is the one man that has stood up and 
said what he pleased. 

I notice, when I let all you fellows 
come in and ask your questions, you do 
not do that for me. You do not do that 
for us. That is all right. But, let us get a 
little spirit generated around here so 
that we can get the truth on the table. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. McINTYRE. Will the Senator 
yield me just 1 O seconds? 

Mr. PASTORE. The other Senator 
asked first. The Senator asked for a 
whole 10 seconds. I will give him 1 whole 
minute after the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Rhode Island, in this sys
tem we are talking about, knows that 
there are two separate phases. One is 
building the missile, which is due for 
1978, and which, under our amendment, 
is still due for ~978 and we have not 
changed that in the slightest, the amount 
of money, or anything else, but the de
terrent is there. 

Mr. PASTORE. All right. 
Mr. DOMINICK. The launching plat

form is the nuclear propulsion thing in 
which Admiral Rickover is a qualified 
guy. 

Mr. PASTORE. All right, but I am go
ing to go into that. But the answer to 
that is-

Mr. DOMINICK. I have just read the 
letter. 

Mr. PASTORE. All right. You look at 
the fourth paragraph on page 2. He 
answers that. 

Now, Mr. President, I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
SYMINGTON). 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
congratulate the able Senator from 
Rhode Island for his extraordinary ora
torical efforts and his able comments. I 
would say to him that all you would have 
to is dot an "i" and change a "t" or two 
and this is exactly the same talk he made 
last year when the Trident came before 
the Senate. 

Mr. PASTORE. And who won? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. You won. 

Mr. PASTORE. And who won? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. It was all on the 

basis of what thoughts Admiral Rick
over had and said and did. That debate 
is in the RECORD. I also have some re
spect for Senators who do their best to 
understand and have no axes to grind, 
when in a subcommittee they work for 
months. 

It was a fine speech, beautiful to listen 
to. The Senator from Rhode Island could 
have just taken his speech of last year 
and put it in the RECORD, without chang
ing a word. 

Mr. PASTORE. If I have the same 
success I had last year, then God bless 
us all. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Right. 
Mr. PASTORE. God bless us all. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. McINTYRE. Will the Senator 

from Rhode Island yield to me for one 
question? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the ex
cellent question put by the Senator from 
Rhode Island has not been answered. I 
am puzzled as to why Admiral Rickover 
was never called before the committee 
to give his views on the Trident. I am 
still waiting for that answer. 

Mr. PASTORE. You will not get that. 
Mr. RIBICOFF. I think we deserve 

that answer because I agree that Ad
miral Rickover is "the" authority in the 
world on nuclear submarines and I am 
curious as to why he was not called. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am, too. I do not 
. know whether we will ever get an answer 
to that question. In due time we will 
ask it again. I have already asked it 
twice. 

I now yield to the Senator from Wash. 
ington (Mr. JACKSON). 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, is it n0t 
a fact that he was called before the 
committee? Is that not true? 

Mr. PASTORE. He was, but I do not 
want to make too much of that. I repeat, 
people are sincere who are opposed to 
this, but I am merely saying here, 
whether they did or did not, the fact 
still remains that I am bringing to the 
Senate the judgment of a man who is an 
expert, and I will leave it up to this body 
to vote their own consciences. 

I am just giving my own feelings, my 
ideas, and my thoughts on this very im
portant subject. I know that I am deal
ing with $885 million. I know it looks 
beautiful to be able to go home and say, 
"Oh, I cut that defense budget by $885 
million." 

It is like the man who would not paint 
his house. He kept telling his family, 
"Look at the money I save," until the 
house fell down. Then he regretted it. 

My mother used to tell a little story 
and, of course, it was a fable but they 
liked to tell stories like this in the old 
days. 

A man had a donkey. It was a working 
animal. He used to feed the donkey three 
times a day. Then he said to himself, 
"Look, why should I feed him three times 
a day? So he fed him twice a day and 
he did that for 2 or 3 months and he 
got away with it. 

Because he got away with it, he said 
to himself, "Look, I used to feed him 
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three times a day and now I feed him 
only twice a day. Maybe I can go to once 
a day." So he started to feed the donkey 
only once a day. He got away with it for 
2 or 3 months. 

Then one day he said to himself, "Why 
not feed him only once a week?" And 
that is what he did. 

Do you know what happened? The 
donkey died. 

So, Mr. President, it is all right here 
to prophesy that we do not need this or 
that. But what if we are wrong? What 
if we have another Cuban crisis? Can 
another John Kennedy stand up and 
say to another Khrushchev, "You can
not bring those atomic weapons in or I 
will blow up your ships." At the time he 
said that every strategic American 
plane was in the air. America was ready 
for nuclear war. 

Khrushchev backed away because he 
knew that John Kennedy had the power 
behind what he was saying. 

In this day and age, that is what we 
must have in order to back up our words 
with these bullies in Moscow and Peking. 

Can we back this up with power? 
That is what we are talking about 

here. 
Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Rhode Island yield for 
a question? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. In listening to the 
colloquy between the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island and the dis
tinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire, it is apparent that we really are 
not talking about a net saving of $885 
million--

Mr. PASTORE. No, but that is what 
they say. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is right. In any 
event, whether we take the figure cited 
by the Senator from New Hampshire or 
the figures of Admiral Rickover, in the 
long run, it is going to cost millions of 
dollars more if we def er this program 
another 2 years. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator was a 
Governor of Connecticut before he came 
to the Senate. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. That is right. 
Mr. PASTORE. I remember a long 

time ago they cited half a billion dollars 
against my figure of $1 blllion. Everyone 
knows that costs are going up every day. 
That is the trouble. We have been pres
ent on this floor time and time again 
and listened to the castigation of the 
administration because of inflation. 
Everyone knows the price of everything 
is going up and that the longer we wait, 
the more everything is going to cost. 

But I am saying now: What is the use 
of building half a bridge if, when you 
walk over the half you drown? 

That is not the policy of this Sen-
ate, I hope. 

All I am saying here is I believe the 
time has come, because we have given our 
assent to the building of the Trident, it 
is important for us to find out how fast 
we can do it, how much money we can 
save, and what it means to the security 
of our country. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield for 
a question? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. McINTYRE. Does the Senator 

from Rhode Island know why Admiral 
Rickover was not brought before the sub
committee on R. & D. on the Trident pro
gram? 

Mr. PASTORE. No, I do not know. 
Mr. McINTYRE. Because he is not in 

charge of it. 
The NavY makes the presentation to 

the Senate. The NavY does not want to 
bring him in. They bring over their own 
best men. Admiral Rickover is up at the 
Schenectady nuclear propulsion plant. 

Mr. PASTORE. Senator, let me tell you 
something. When the pressure is on and 
there is any question about the makeup 
of the submarine, who do you think su
pervises it? Admiral Rickover. It is not 
true that all he has is authority over 
the nuclear reactor. He has authority 
over everything connected with this sub
marine. 

Mr. McINTYRE. He is not in charge 
of it. 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not care whether 
he is in charge of it or not; he is an ex
pert. Why did the Senator not call him? 

Mr. McINTYRE. Why did not the 
Senator from Rhode Island go to the 
Secretary of Defense and complain? We 
had 85 hours down there of listening to 
various testimony. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am not complaining 
to anybody. You people are complaining. 
I am just saying that we should follow the 
committee here. The committee has 
voted on this. How is it that the Sen
ator's committee did not agree with his 
position? 

Mr. McINTYRE. They came pretty 
close. 

Mr. PASTORE. But close does not 
count. 

Mr. McINTYRE. The first time they 
voted 8 to 7 on my position, and then a 
distinguished Senator of this body found 
that his proxy had been incorrectly cast, 
and the vote was reversed. 

Mr. PASTORE. So what? There is no 
cheating there, is there? 

Mr. McINTYRE. I am telling the Sen
ator how close it was. 

Mr. PASTORE. Of course it was close, 
and this is going to be close, and it may 
be by one vote. The name of the game is 
to win. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. It seems to me that that is 

the name of the problem here. If war 
breaks out sometime this year, while 
waiting for this weapon, it is o.f no use. 

Mr. PASTORE. They keep talking 
about the Trident I missile. That is the 
C-4. They have not developed it yet. 
They do not even have a warhead for it. 
The remarkable thing about it is that 
if you put it in the Poseidon, you have 
to take some of the warheads off, because 
it cannot carry as many warheads. You 
can put as many as 12 warheads on the 
Trident II, and you can shoot them 
over 6 ,000 miles. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. Yesterday, the Senator 
from Minnesota said this is a launching 
pad. Of course, it is. The Russians are 
not worried about our land-based mis
siles. They have a 25-megaton SS-9 tar
geted on every missile we have. If a sur
prise attack comes, they can blow it up, 
because our silos are not hardened. But 
they are afraid of one thing. They are 
afraid of the mobile launching pad that 
they cannot find to hit. That is why we 
are interested in it. 

Do Senators realize what this means? 
You can put the Trident 500 miles off 
the shore of the United States of Amer
ica, and you can hit Moscow, and the 
Trident can move up and down so they 
do not know where it is. 

That is the deterrent. All I am inter
ested in here is deterrence. I am not 
interested in who is going to win the next 
nuclear war. Nobody is going to win the 
next nuclear war. We are all going to 
come out of our cellars like monkeys if 
it ever comes, and God forbid. 

The thing that is necessary in our day 
and age is to do what needs to be done, 
to do what will not allow the other side 
even to dare to move. John Kennedy 
proved that in October 1962 in the Cuban 
crisis. That is how they averted that 
crisis. 

I do not know how' much time this 
side has. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. Why does not the 
Senator wait until I get through with my 
discussion? Not that I am reluctant to 
yield. The Senator has made a speech. 
Now I am making my speech. Let me 
finish it, and then I will stay here until 
doomsday to answer the questions. 

So I urge my colleagues to read this 
letter very carefully. It is all covered 
here. Listen to what this man has to say. 
A copy of the letter is on the desk of 
each Senator. 

I am confident that we have the technical 
capabllity in hand to proceed now with the 
construction of the lead ship rather than 
waiting. This confidence is based on my ex
perience over the past quarter of a century 
of designing and building 101 nuclear sub
marines and 4 nuclear surface ships now in 
the fleet. 

Why do Senators think Admiral Rick
over is called the father of the nuclear 
NavY? Imagine, the father of the nu
clear Navy not being asked to come be
fore this committee before it made an 
important decision, on the ground that 
perhaps some admiral or some Secretary 
of Defense did not want to bring him 
down. What difference does that make? 
Admiral Rickover comes before our Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. I have 
dealt with him since 1952. 

I think he is a blessing to America. I 
do not know where we would be today if 
it had not been for Admiral Rickover. As 
a matter of fact, he has stunned the Rus-
sians; he has stunned the Red Chinese. 
Here is a man who is so devoted that he 
makes it his business to supervise con
tracts to make sure that the Govern
ment gets a dollar of value for every dol
lar it spends. He is not reluctant to criti
cize even the members of his own agency, 
the Navy, or the Defense Department. 
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This is what he says in his letter: 
The cumulative distance steamed by a.II 

of our nuclear-powered ships has surpassed 
23 mlllion miles. 

One of our nuclear subs was under the 
icecap at the North Pole 30 days, and 
it did not surface. That is the sub he 
built. Do not tell me that he does not 
1G1ow anything about the Trident. 
Twenty-three million miles-the Rus
sians wish they had him. 

I continue reading from the letter: 
Our fleet of Polaris/Poseidon nuclea.r

powered submarines has completed l,024 
patrols, which amounts to 61,500 days of 
submerged operation-

Not above ':"later, but submerged opera
tion-"or over 165 years under water." 

There you are. That is the man who 
speaks on this subject. Do not tell me 
that anybody in this Chamber is qualified 
to discredit this man. You can disagree 
with him, but nobody can discredit Ad
miral Rickover. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. Is it not a fact that 

Admiral Rickover was born in Poland, 
which is now a part of Russia and was a 
part of Russia, and came here at the age 
of 4 or 5? 

I know of no one who understands 
this problem better than Admiral Rick
over I have had the privilege oi working 
with him since 1949, when I became a 
member of the House Atomic Energy 
Committee, the joint House-Senate com
mittee, as a Member of the House. 

The able Senator from Rhode Island 
has put his :finger right on the problem. 
When you get into the kind of question 
that is before the Senate, whether we 
ought to delay for 2 years or whether we 
ought to start now, so that we can have 
the submarines available, the first one, 
in 1978, I know of no one in the world 
today who knows more about that par
ticular point than Admiral Rickover. As 
the Senator from Rhode Island has 
pointed out, the Soviet Union would love 
to have him. His parents had to leave 
because of persecution. Thank God they 
came to the United States of America. 

Mr. PASTORE. One of the most beau
tiful speeches I have ever heard was the 
speech made by Henry Kissinger at the 
time he was sworn in as Secretary of 
State, when he told the American public 
that he knew from personal experience 
what oppression and hatred can do, and 
he knows that threat. 

I do not want to take the position here 
that this should become a glorification 
of Admiral Rickover. I am merely pre
senting him as my expert witness. I have 
tried hundreds of cases in court, and ev
ery time I needed an expert witness, I 
knew that I had an obligation to qualify 
him. Admiral Rickover meets every qual
ification. 

I regret very much that the members 
of that committee did not have an oppor
tunity to listen to this man. Just to listen 
to him is to have respect and admiration 
for him. He does not indulge in excesses; 
he does not exaggerate. He is a fine 
American, and he does a fine job. He is 
loved by the people who work with him. 

He is hated by some people who disagree 
with him because he is outspoken. He 
calls a spade a spade. Admiral Rickover 
would die before he would write anything 
in this letter that is not true or that he 
did not believe in. 

That is his convictior. . He is not a 
demagog. He is not the kind of man 
who writes a letter for the sake of writing 
a letter just to win a point. If he did not 
believe in the Trident :!:'le would stand up 
and tell us. The remarAable thing is that 
this letter comes unc.er the heading of 
the Atomic Energy Commission. I talk 
to him year in and year out. We have to 
authorize the money, in the joint com
mittee for the nuclear reactor for the 
ship, and then it goes to the Committ~e 
on Armed Services for the whole ship. 
But the fact is that here we have the 
statement of a man who is an expert in 
this field. 

Mr. President, you do not have to ac
cept 1978 if you do not want to; you can 
even chuck the Trident if you want, but 
when it is argued on the floor of the Sen
ate that by going to 1978 you waste mon
ey and by going to 1980 you save money, 
nobody is going to believe that. That 
argument was made on this floor, and I 
cannot believe it. I know as surely as 
God made little green apples that if you 
stretch out this program it is bound to 
cost more. That has been our experience 
all along. 

I have heard this idea that we are sav
ing $885 million so often. You are just 
postponing the $885 million; when you 
get to the end of the lin•! the costs will 
bt a lot more. As Admiral Rickover :ias 
said, it may be $1 billion. I know this is 
expensive, but we need a new family of 
submarines. 

It is strange that Senators rise on the 
floor and vote for the F-14 saying that we 
have to have, and vote for something else 
that we have to have, and the argument 
is made, that if we do not get it now, the 
cost is going to go up; yet, wLen we get 
to the Trident, the argument is that the 
cost is going to go down if we stretch it 
out. The argument is inconsistent. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
full letter from Admiral Rickover, to 
which I have referred. 

There being no obj~ction, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1973. 

Hon. JOHN 0. PASTORE, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: In our telephone 
conversation this morning you requested that 
I furnish you my answers to the following 
questions concerning the TRIDENT submar
ine program: 

"Apart from political and shipbuilding con
siderations connected with the SALT I agree
ment, but including economic considera
tions: What is the advantage of proceeding 
with the TRIDENT program approved last 
year to complete the first submarine in 1978 
in lieu of 1980? It is stated that by postponing 
to 1980 we can reduce the Fiscal Year 1974 
defense budget by $885.4 million. In the long 
run would this delay to 1980 cost more or 
less? By adhering to 1978 instead of 1980 are 
we engaging in a project which will be uncer
tain? How far have we gone in R . & D. to 
justify 1978? Is 1978 an orderly business 

schedule? On what experience do you justify 
recommending we proceed with construction 
of the lead ship this year?" 

Last year Congress appropriated funds to 
procure long lead components for the first 
Trident submarines based on the lead ship 
starting operation in 1978. For the past year 
all Trident work has been proceeding on 
this schedule. To continue with this program 
on an orderly basis, construction of the lead 
Trident submarine needs to be authorized 
and funded this year. If the Congress now 
reverses its decision of last year by deferring 
the lead ship and stretching out the procure
ment of the follow ships, the program under
way for the last year will be disrupted. If ten 
Trident submarines are bought on the de
layed schedule contemplat ed by the amend
ment offered by Senators Mcintyre and Domi
nick, the Navy estimates that the cost of 
the program will increase by more than one 
billion dollars. The Deputy Secretary of De
fense in a letter dated May 14, 1973 to the 
Chairman of the Research and Development 
Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee noted that this cost increase 
would result from breaks in the production 
lines, delay and disruption, and decreased an
nual quantity procurements, as well as from 
inflation occurring during the delay period. 
Thus, deferring authorization of Trident sub
marine funds this year will not save money
in the long run it will cost much more. 

The technical feasibility of building the 
Trident submarine has been established. The 
Navy and the Atomic Energy Commission 
have been working on the design and develop
ment of the Trident submarine and propul
sion plant for over four years. Over 100 dif
ferent configurations for the Trident sub
marine were studied before establishing the 
present configuration. This issue has also 
been studied by the Department of Defense 
and the systems analysis community. The 
concensus of the Administration and the 
Secretary of Defense is that the present Tri
dent configuration is the one we should 
build. 

The Trident submarine is following the ap
proach that has been used successfully to 
design, build, and deploy all our nuclear 
ships since the Nautilus. 

A full size mockup of the entire Trident 
propulsion plant has been built to demon
strate that the layout of systems .and com
ponents is satisfactory for operation, main
tenance, and repair. The basic design of tlie 
nuclear reactor has been proven by tests. 

Full size mockups of the Trident missile 
tubes, control room, sonar room, radio room, 
and other operating spaces have also been 
built to demonstrate satisfactory layouts. 
Equipments for critical systems such as 
sonar, communications, ship control, a tmos
phere control, navigation, and missile sup
port systems have been tested. 

The nuclear propulsion plant and ot her 
submarine systems are based on designs 
proven at sea using existing technology. There 
is no basis for assuming that delay of the 
lead Trident submarine by two years would 
result in new breakthroughs in technology 
which would result in changing the design of 
the submarine. 

Some have questioned the wisdom of pro
ceeding with construction of the lead ship 
while research and development is still being 
done on the missile and submarine. But pro
grams of the magnitude of Trident make it 
necessary to proceed with procurement and 
construction in some areas while other areas 
.are in the resarch and development stage. For 
example, in developing a new missile the long 
lead time is in research and development with 
a relatively short production span of one and 
one half to two years required to build the 
missiles themselves, which are not needed 
until the ship is finished. In contrast, the pro
duction span time on major ship components 
is up to five years under the most favorable 



31544 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENA TE September 26, 1973 
conditions. Further, large components must 
be installed in the early stages of ship con
struction. The Navy has already done the de
velopment work necessary to define what is 
needed to order the long lead ship compo
nents and these are now being manufactured. 
Delivery of these components will control the 
construction schedules for the Trident sub
marines. It is therefore necessary to manu
facture them and start building the sub
marines while the missile work is still in the 
research and development stage. Detailed de
sign of the submarine and its components 
and systems must proceed in the research and 
development program while the hull and long 
lead time major equipments are being manu
factured. This scheduling of detail ship and 
component design, concurrent with procure
ment of long lead time components and start 
of ship construction, has proven successful 
time and again in the past in every nuclear 
powered warship program. 

The Administration's Trident program 
provides an orderly business schedule. Design 
and construction of the submarines are not 
on a hasty accelerated program which could 
lead t o waste and added cost. In fact, more 
time has been allowed for the development 
and construction of the Trident submarine 
than was used for previous classes of ballistic 
n1issile submarines. 

I am confident that we have the t echnical 
capability in hand to proceed now with the 
construction of the lead ship rather th.an 
waiting. This confidence is based on my ex
perience over the past quarter of a century of 
designing and building 101 nuclear submar
ines and 4 nuclear surface ships now in the 
fleet. These ships have required development 
of over a dozen different pesign nuclear pro
pulsion plants. 

The cumulative distance steamed by all of 
om· nuclear powered ships has surpassed 23 
million miles, including 1,960,000 miles 
steamed by the four nuclear powered surface 
ships. Our fleet of Polaris/ Poseidon nuclear 
powered submarines has completed 1,024 
patrols which amount to 61 ,500 days of 
submerged operation or over 165 years under
water. The naval nuclear propulsion program 
has 123 atomic reactors in operation, which 
represent an accumulated total of over 1,075 
years of operational experience. This is far 
more than the experience amassed by all the 
commercial atomic powerplant s in the 
United States combined. The Navy has never 
had a single radiation casualty and has never 
had to abort a mission. 

I can assure you that I do not take my 
responsibility lightly when I say I am con
fident we can proceed with the construction 
of the Trident submarine now rather than 
waiting. That confidence is based on m y per
sonal knowledge of what we have t o do and 
what we have already done. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. G . RICKOVER. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank the Senators for listening to me. 
If anyone wishes to ask me to yield, I am 
glad to do so. If anyone wants to speak 
on his own time, I will yield the floor. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington has 30 min
utes remaining. The Senator from New 
Hampshire has 38 minutes remaining. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 

10 minutes to the Senator from Con
necticut. 

First, Mr. President, how much time 
do we have tomorrow? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One-half 
hour to a side. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the distinguished Sena
tor from Connecticut, and then I shall 
yield to the Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my distinguished 
colleagues Chairman STENNIS, Senator 
JACKSON, and Senator PASTORE in support 
of full funding of the Trident program. 
In the past we have sometimes differed 
on the amounts of money which should 
be spent on specific weapons systems, but 
there is no disagreement between us on 
this issue because the Trident program 
is vital to the future of this country and 
to world peace. 

The Trident is one military program 
that surely makes sense both strategi
cally and economically. It is a program 
which builds on the great success of the 
Polaris program-one of the most cost
effective and reliable weapons systems 
our country has ever produced. 

It is true that the Polaris/ Poseidon 
force we have deployed today is an awe
some sea-based deten·ent. The comple
tion of the Poseidon conversion program 
will provide us with an even larger num
ber of warheads. However, numbers in 
themselves mean little unless survivabil
ity is attached to those numbers. Our. 
present submarines, built with the tech
nology of the 1950's, possess weaknesses 
which could be fatal in the 1980's. The 
exact moment of vulnerability, of course, 
is not precise, but Soviet technology has 
been moving with increasing speed. 

Complacency in light of the Soviet 
progress does not seem warranted. We 
originally built the Polaris system in a 
relatively makeshift manner, modifying 
a planned attack submarine into a stra
tegic one. The result was most beautifully 
done and at a most opportune time. We 
moved forward with a progression of 
improved missiles up to the present time 
when we have a very :flexible and surviv
able Poseidon. But when a nation is deal
ing in strategic deterrence, it is necessary 
to keep ahead of the competition. The 
Trident will enable us to stay ahead dur
ing an era when manned strategic bomb
ers will be obsolete, and land-based mis
siles will be much more vulnerable. 

We are having full discussion and de
bate of the wisdom of going ahead with 
Trident program. I am convinced, on the 
basis of the facts presented by both 
sides, that the Navy must proceed now 
to modernize its ballistic missile subma
rine deterrent. 

A few basic considerations are most 
compelling. First, the Soviets have built 
and continue to build a modern ballistic 
missile submarine force with the largest 
and most modern submarine building 
yards in the world. They are already 
building their equivalent of our Trident 
submarines and missiles, and a number 
of them are already in the water. These 
developments increase the threat to 
other elements of our strategic forces 
and underscores the reliance we must 

place on our sea-based strategic deter
rent. Frankly, I feel this is the safest and 
best deterrent force we have, with planes 
and missiles diminishing in importance. 

Second, the Trident would reduce the 
vulnerability of our sea-based deterrent 
to any possible Soviet breakthrough in 
antisubmarine warfare. A Trident sub
marine with its arsenal of 24 Trident I 
missiles could hit Moscow from a range 
of 4,000 miles. This increase in missile 
range would open up additional areas of 
ocean in which American submarines 
would have to be hunted down and de
stroyed, making the job that much hard
er for the Rusians. The program also 
calls for a follow-on missile, Trident II, 
which would increase the range to 6,000 
miles. 

Trident is also needed to prevent ob
solescence of our. aging submarines. All 
41 of our present Polaris subs were de
ployed within a 7-year period, and by 
1980 the oldest of them will have been 
operational for 20 years, their nominal 
design life. 

There is also merit in the argument 
that approval of the Trident program will 
provide this country with the bargain
ing power that is necessary for the sue- . 
cess of the second phase of the SALT 
talks. 

Finally, when we view the Soviets' awe
some and increasing military capability 
coupled with Moscow's lack of respect for 
human detente, we would be remiss in 
our national security obligations if we did 
not act resolutely. 
· No one should be considered an alarm

ist if he states that we still live in a : 
very dangerous world. Men still fight and 
die all over the globe, and the potential · 
for conflict remains high in a number of 
areas. 

There has been much talk of detente 
between ourselves, the Soviet Union, and 
China. I am certainly for it. Who can 
be against a relaxation of tensions and 
greater harmony between East and West? 
But mere words of peaceful intent must 
be measured against reality. Detente to
day, unfortunately, is more fragile than 
some would have us believe. 

Wishful thinking on our part will not 
hasten the day when we can begin beat
ing our swords into plowshares. 

The leaders of the Soviet Union may
when they coldly calculate it to be in 
their interest--pay lipservice to the con
cept of world peace. In fact, the United 
States has given them valuable incen
tives to do so-one-quarter of our wheat 
crop last year, the promise of American~ 
technology, lavish credits, and develop
ment of their natural resources. But at 
the same time, the Soviets have been 
building up both their conventional and 
nuclear armaments at a much more rapid 
rate than we have. Americans are paying 
higher prices for bread, poultry, and 
meat today so that Russia can pursue 
this policy. 

Much has been said about a new era 
in relations with the Soviet Union. In
creased trade is cited as a prime example. 
But does the Soviet Union look upon 
increased trade ties with the United 
States as paving the way for closer con
tacts and cooperation? 
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Not when ~Russia buys U.S. wheat at 

bargain prices and resells it abroad. 
Not when the Soviet Union agrees to 

pay its lend lease debt at only 6 cents on 
the dollar, while demanding MFN treat
ment and cheap credits in return. 

Not when Russia is seeking the latest 
American technology and proposing to 
repay the United States by permitting us 
to invest billions in developing their own 
natural gas reserves-for which we will 
then have to pay premium prices. 

We must ask ourselves whether true 
detente with the Soviet Union can be 
bought. 

We must also ask ourselves whether 
our current detente policies are really 
furthering the cause of human freedom, 
and moving Soviet society in this direc
tion. The record of performance is un
fortunately most dismal. More than 50 
years after the Russian revolution Soviet 
leaders still display the most cynical con
tempt not only for human rights, but for 
the truth. The continued use of police 
state methods to implement both do
mestic and foreign policies should give 
us pause to consider. And certainly the 
Soviet Union's rapid military buildup 
should not be taken lightly in this at
mosphere of repression. 

Andrei Sakharov recently made this 
point most eloquently: 

Detente without democratization, would be 
very dangerous ... that would be cultivation 
and encouragement of closed countries, where 
everything that happens goes unseen by for
eign eyes behind a mask that hides its real 
face. No one should dream of having such a 
neighbor, and especially if this neighbor is 
armed to the teeth. 

At a time when we are unsure of So
viet intentions, the Congress must insure 
the credibility of our overall defense pos
ture and of our nuclear deterrent. 

We must ask ourselves what signals we 
wish to send to the Kremlin leadership 
at this time. How will Soviet leaders in
terpret any lack of resolve to take prac
tical steps to ensure the survivability of 
our strategic forces? 

It is not enough to hope that a certain 
number of submarines or B-52's or Min
uteman missiles will be sufficient. We 
must be dead certain of the strength and 
survivability of our nuclear deterrent. 
This takes more than a review of the 
numbers of missiles and megatonnage; it 
takes an analysis of what we can sense 
about the mood of the Soviet leadership. 

Lavish toasts to peace are not very 
reliable guidelines. We must seek evi
dence that shows, for example, whether 
the Soviet Union is reconciled to the 
prospect of exchanging ideas and people 
with the West. But what do we actually 
find? A Valery Panov is not permitted to 
dance; Soviet newspapers are mockeries 
of the truth; and sane men are locked in 
insane asylums for speaking out against 
injustice. 

It has taken leading Russian figures 
to remind us in recent days of the par
anoia and heavy handedness of the 
Soviet system. 

The people of the United States and 
the Congress owe a debt of gratitude 
to Nobel laureate, Alexander Solzhe
nitzyn, and to Andrei Sakharov for re
minding us of the kind of people we are 

"detenting" with. We should thank them 
for explaining why real progress in build
ing a safer world is impossible so long as 
human freedom is negated. 

It is time for those in this country 
who yearn so desperately for peace and 
an end to the arms race to realize that 
both sides must want peace equally. Deep 
and genuine desires for international 
harmony must be tempered by an un
derstanding of the harsh realities of the 
situation. 

We all want to eliminate wasteful de
fense spending. We all would like to see 
a greater portion of our Government's 
resources devoted to our schools, the 
elderly, and the disadvantaged. But un
less we are prepared to demonstrate our 
determination to retain a strong defense 
posture, world peace and stability could 
be seriously threatened in the years 
ahead. 

It gives me little joy to seek support 
for a defense program which will cost 
more than $1.5 billion this year. But we 
will be getting a system that is already 
proving itself and which will provide 
even greater dividends in terms of peace 
and stability. 

To delay now would create uncertainty 
as to the strength of our resolve to resist 
pressures from those who appreciate 
strength so much. 

I urge my colleagues to consider all 
the arguments carefully, and join me in 
supporting the committee's recommen
dation for full funding of the Trident 
program. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend the able and distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut for an ex
cellent statement, particularly on the 
issue alluded to by the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT)-detente. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am quite unable to 
understand why detente always has to 
come from the United States and why we 
always have to lean over backward to 
prove our peaceful intentions. It seems 
that no request or demand is ever made 
for the Soviet Union to prove their own 
good intentions. 

Mr. JACKSON. I could not agree more, 
yet the Senator from Arkansas was say
ing that if we go ahead with a program 
which will launch one submarine in 1978, 
we will be placing detente in jeopardy. 

It is a fact that under the interim 
agreement the Soviets are permitted 62 
submarines, and we are allowed a maxi
mum of 44; they are permitted a total of 
950 missile launchers aboard their sub
marines, and we are allowed 710. 

Yet the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT). in effect, is saying that we 
ought not to have our full quota of 710, 
but he says not a word about the Rus
sians building up to the full 950 sub
marine-based missile launchers allowed 
them. 

I would point out to the Senate that 
the Soviets now have, operational or 
under construction, 50 nuclear-powered 
missile-firing submarines. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. And they also have in 
the water today the equivalent of the 
submarine we are trying to put in the 
water beginning in 1978. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Sena.tor is cor
rect. They now have in the water five Tri-

dent-type submarines that can fire mis
siles over 4,000 miles-4,200 miles, to be 
exact. This is something we cannot do 
today. 

They already have five. They have 12 
under construction, for a total of 1 7. 

The Senator from Arkansas and those 
who argue that it is the United States 
which threatens detente, for some reason 
never say anything about what the Rus
sians are doing under the interim agree
ment. What the Russians are doing is 
permitted, to be sure, but the Senator 
from Arkansas does not want the United 
States to have even one of the three addi
tional submarines we are permitted to 
have under the SALT I interim agree
ment. Is that not a one-sided detente? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. It certainly is, and 
does not the history of modern times 
demonstrate that the Russians always re
spect strength and show contempt for 
weakness? If we really want genuine 
arms limitation agreements we can only 
get them if we are equally as strong as 
the Soviet Union. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is abso
lutely right. Perhaps more of our col
leagues should listen to two towering men 
in the Soviet Union, men who stand at 
the summit of their professions. I refer 
to Andrei Sakharov, the world-famous 
physicist, and father of the Soviet hydro
gen bomb, and Alexander Solzhenitsyn, 
the Nobel Prize winner in literature. 
These men are warning us not to be 
naive. That is what they are saying, as 
they speak from Moscow with great cour
age, as they speak out in behalf of those 
who have been denied freedom. They 
say to the U.S. Congress, in support of 
my East-West trade and freedom of emi
gration amendment: It is high time for 
the United States to stop being naive. 

If we are going to work effectively for 
the cause of world peace, America has 
to be strong. If there is any doubt about 
it, just ask these Soviet intellectuals. And 
anyone who is a student of this subject 
would also say, "Ask the Chinese, ask the 
Chinese"--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 additional minute. 

It is a fact that, today, the Chinese 
are terribly concerned over whether the 
United States is going to maintain a 
credible deterrent. The only reason the 
President of the United States was able 
to go to Peking and to talk with the 
Chinese, was that the Chinese wanted to 
talk with us. They know the terrible 
threat, the Soviet Union, under the 
Brezhnev doctrine, poses to their country. 

The Chinese speak out openly about 
the possibility of Russian aggression 
against their country, and the only na
tion that can use its power in talking to 
the Russians effectively is the United 
States of America. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. So for SALT II to be 
successful, the United States must go 
into those talks with both determination 
and strength, or it will be a one-sided 
deal all the way down the line. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is absolu
tely correct, and I compliment him most 
highly for pointing out the dangers of a 
one-sided detente and addressing himself 
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so effectively to that question. It has been 
extremely useful. 

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I am 
prouder each day of my vote against the 
ABM Treaty, limiting our country to one 
offensive site, and also my vote against 
the Arms Limitation Agreement that 
gave the Russians a 3-to-2 advantage 
over the United States in offensive nu
clear weapons. 

Yet we see the Russians developing 
their technology and improving their 
submarines. We see that this advantage 
that was built in for the Russians, based 
on the advanced technology of our equip
ment, has resulted fr.om a mirage, be
cause they are developing their equip
ment and getting it onto a par with ours. 
The United States needs superiority for 
its own good, if we are to maintain our 
defensive position. 

Mr. President, the R ECORD has been 
filled with page after page of authorita
tive articles from news media through
out the world attesting to the fact that 
despite SALT I , the Moscow Agreements' 
and a whole host of other forms of In
ternational negotiations, the arms race 
still goes on. But, Mr. President, it is a 
one-sided arms race with the Soviet 
Union showing no signs of slowing down 
its drive to gain absolute military su
premacy over the United States. Once 
the military supremacy has been estab
lished, what will stand in the way of 
Communist political supremacy? 

Even while Senators demand that we 
scuttle some of our major new weapons 
system as a peace offering to the Com
munist leaders, we . face the inevitable 
fact that the Soviet Union has sur
passed the United States in actual num
bers of strategic missile launchers. Last 
year we agreed to permit Russia to 
maintain 62 nuclear submarines-most 
of which are now of the latest design
while we limited ourselves to 44 nuclear 
submarines, most of which are aging and 
in need of expensive modifications just to 
keep them current. 

Mr. President, while the Senate is de
bating whether to fund the Trident sub
marine, which would serve as a replace
ment of our Polaris - and Poseidon
armed submarines, the Russians are al
ready building their equivalent to the 
Trident. These developments increase the 
threat to our land-based strategic forces 
and the reliance we must place on our 
sea-based strategic deterrent. 

The Soviets are continuing to build 
modern submarines at the rate of eight a
year while we build nothing. · 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ALLEN. I am happy to yield to the 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the best 
information we have now is that the 
Russians are building 12 submarines a 
year-1 a month. This seems to be 
their present capability. 

Mr. ALLEN. I am glad to get this in
formation. I was aware that the Russians 
are building at the rate of 12 submarines 
a year, but I was using a more conserva
tive figure in my argument. 

Even if the present request for Trident 
authorizations were approved, the first 
Trident would not become operational 
until after the Russians had filled their 
full complement of modern submarines 
and were ready to replace them with 
even more advanced systems than our 
own. So we would have lost any hope 
or opportunity to regain or maintain a 
status quo. 

Mr. President, I do not want to see 
an escalating arms race. I would cer
tainly prefer that we might beat our 
swords into plowshares and devote our
selves and our resources completely to 
peaceful pursuits. But we must be realis
tic and face the fact that the Commu
nists are not slowing down their efforts 
to attain absolute military superiority 
over the United States. 

I firmly believe that national defense 
must be ow· No. 1 priority and that 
Congress must approve the devel
opment and purchase of the finest pos
sible weapons systems so that our Armed 
Forces can deter any potenti2l attacks 
against us. This includes full support for 
the Defense Department's request for 
the Trident submarine. 

I hope that this program will not be 
extended, that it will not be delayed, 
that it will not carry over into 1980, but 
will be allowed to be completed in 1978. 
Let us not slow down the Trident project. 
It ought to be full-speed ahead for the 
project. And that is what it must be 
if we are to maintain an adequate de
fense against the Russian submarine 
threat and if we are to overccme the 
numerical superiority that the Russians 
have. 

Mr. President, the U.S. News f ; World 
Report in its issue of September 17, 1973, 
published an interesting article, entitled 
"Despite Arms Pact, the Race Goes On," 
based on an authoritative study of the 
continuing Russian drive to attain new 
nuclear weapons. The Washington Post 
in its Friday, September 14, 1973, issue 
published an article by Joseph Alsop 
which deals with this same subject. I ask 
unanimous consent that both articles be 
placed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

[From the U.S. News & World Report, 
Sept. 17, 1973] 

DESPITE ARMS PACT, THE RACE GOES ON 
LoNDON.-An authoritative analysis of glo

bal military developments, Just issued here, 
provides a sober warning. 

If Americans are counting on Washington's 
new relationship with Moscow to produce an 
automatic slowdown in the costly arms race, 
they are in for a disappointment. 

The situation is this-
Fifteen months after the signing of the 

Moscow agreements that were expected to 
dampen the weapons build-up by the two 
superpowers, the competition between Rus
sia and the U.S. is continuing virtually un
checked. 

In only one field-the deployment of anti
missile Inissiles-is there evidence that the 
agreements signed in May, 1972, have ap
plied a real brake to spending for sophisti
cated arms. 

In all other fields, and especially in the· 
missiles, the analysis made public by the 
International Institute for Strategic Studies 

Indicates that no spending slowdown is in 
sight. 

Russian push. The institute, in its annual 
report on the "military balance," puts it like 
this: 

"The yeEir after the interim agreement on 
offensive missiles provided little evidence of 
superpower restraint in this field." 

The Soviet Union, the institute points out, 
is rushing to build the maximum number 
of long-range missiles permitted under the 
agreement--a total of 2,359. This will give 
Russia a considerable advantage over the 
U.S., which is limited by the five-year in
terim agreement to 1,710 offensive Inissiles. 

These are the main Soviet advances in 
the arms race cited by the study: 

Three new types of long-range, land-based 
missiles are being developed and apparently 
a fourth is in the works. Two of these re
portedly are designed to carry MIRV-mul
tiple, independently targeted re-entry vehi
cles-which the Russians recently tested for 
the first time. 

The Soviets are moving to reach the limit 
in land-based intercontinental-range mis
siles permitted under the interim agreement. 
They now have 1,527 of them operat ional
nearly 500 more than the U .S.-a n d appear 
ready to install missiles in 91 still uncom
pleted silos. 

Thirty-one submarines comparable to the 
U .S. Polaris have been launched, each with 
16 missiles. In addition, three new and more 
advanced submarines have come off the ways. 
All are equipped With 12 missiles having a 
range of about 4 ,600 miles. 

The Soviets appear determined to build 
all of the 62 nuclear-powered, missile-carry
ing submarines allowed under the first stra
tegic-arms-limitation talks (SALT} agree
ment. That would give them a substantial 
numerical advantage over the U.S., which is 
limited to 41 such submarines. 

Widening gap. Over all, the study shows 
the Soviet Union well ahead of the U.S. in 
long-range missiles-with a total of 2,155 
presently operational against 1,710 land
based and sea-based missiles for the U.S. 
And the gap continues to widen as the Rus
si:1.ns expand to the limits permitted by their 
agreement with the U.S. 

In other directions, however, the U.S . is 
f 1rging ahead_ The emphasis in Washington 
is on increasing America's qualitative ad
vantage in order to offset Russia 's numerical 
superiority in Inissile strength. 

The London-based institute cites these 
factors-

The U.S. has deployed 35 new Minuteman 
missiles equipped with MIRV and will de
ploy a total of 550 by 1975. Each is capable 
of hitting three separate targets with its 
multiple warheads. 

Twenty of America's 41 offensive sub
marines have been converted to carry Po
seidon missiles that can fire between 10 and 
14 individually targeted warheads. By 1975 
or 1976, an additional 11 submarines will be 
converted. 

Under development is a new Trident sub
marine-based Inissile system which could be 
operational in 1978. The submarines would 
be armed with 24 missiles having a range of 
4,600 miles. Each would carry between 10 
and 14 individually targeted warheds. 

U.S. advantage. Everything included, the 
British study reveals, the U.S. at present 
outdistances the Soviets by more than 2 to 
1 in the number of warheads that it can 
launch against individual targets in an· 
enemy country-roughly 5,000 to approxi
mately 2,200. 

And the U.S. could expand this figure to 
"well over 8,000 warheads" by 1978 if it goes 
ahead with the construction of three Trident 
submarines permitted by the interim agree
ment. 

Looking a.head, experts are asking this 
question: 
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Will the Soviet Union now try to close 
thls "warhead gap" by marrying its newly 
tested multiple warhead to its more numer
ous and more powerful land-based missiles? 

If it does, the result could be a major esca
lation of the superpower arms race with the 
U .S. speeding up its program to construct 
Trident submarines and also taking other 
action to prevent the Russians from gain
ing over-all strategic superiority. 

Critical talks. Should such an escalation 
take place, the second round of the SALT 
talks in Geneva will assume critical import
ance. 

Failure there to hammer out a new U.S.
Soviet agreement to avert a. dangerous ac
celeration of the arms race would jeopardize 
the new political and economic relationship 
developing between Washington and Moscow. 

One hopeful development in the arms race 
cited in the British study involved anti
missile missiles, or ABM's In contrast to the 
continued rapid build-up of offensive stra
tegic forces, Russia and the U.S. have shown 
no signs that either is determined to con
struct ABM systems up to the limit allowed 
by the treaty signed in Moscow. 

That treaty limits the deployment of these 
defensive antimissile missiles to two sites 
which may be equipped with 100 launchers 
each. 

But, says the institute's new study, there 
is no evidence that either nation is going 
beyond the construction of a single site. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 14, 1973] 
THE NUCLEAR BALANCE 

(By Joseph Alsop) 
If you want to know where this country 

now stands both politically and strategically, 
you will learn much from the story of the 
Trident program in the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee. Trident, aimed to provide 
the U.S. with a new sea-launched missile 
force, is first new-generation strategic weap
ons system that the Pentagon has requested 
1n many years. 

In the absence of the committee chairman, 
Sen. John Stennis of Mississippi, the man 
charged with piloting Trident through the 
Armed Services Committee was Sen. Henry 
S. Jackson of Washington. Sena.tor Jackson 
held the proxy ballot of Senator Stennis. 
Even so, Jackson barely managed to keep the 
Trident program in the defense budget, by a. 
vote of eight to seven; and he had to resort 
to a. drastic measure to get his majority of 
one. 

The measure was arranging to have the 
central intelligence agency's principal tech
nical expert in this area, Carl Duckett, give 
the senators the kind of harshly truthful 
briefing that has become downright danger
ous in Washlngton nowadays. What Duckett 
said, in effect, was that the Soviets would 
rather soon achieve really overwhelming stra
tegic superiority. 

Anyone who has followed the doings of 
this town's increasingly powerful anti
defense lobby, knows how these people have 
stressed the utter impossibility of this kind 
of Soviet superiority. First, they have said 
the U.S. had MIRV's-multiple warheads, in 
fa.ct--whereas the Soviets did not. Second 
they have said the U.S. with its MIRV's, fur
ther had a number of nuclear missile war
heads vastly superior to the Soviets' warhead 
total. 

With customary dishonesty, the anti-de
fense lobbyists further pooh-poohed the 
Soviets' powerful advantage in other stra
tegically important areas, such as numbers 
of missiles deployed. But the Soviets quite 
recently tested a new system for MIRVing 
their missiles. That knocked out one of the 
two above-summarized arguments, leaving 
only the warhead numbers story. And that 
story must now be abandoned too! 

In brief, the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee was warned that in a few years, the 

Soviets would have 7,000 to 8,000 nuclear 
missile warheads in the mega.ton range, as 
against about half that number of U.S. war
heads in the kiloton range. A warhead in the 
megaton range, of course, can be used as a. 
first strike or "counter-force" weapon if car
ried by a missile of reasonable accuracy. No 
such use is foreseeable for the U.S. kiloton
range warheads; for a kiloton has only one 
one-thousandth of the destructive power of a 
megaton. 

In short, the future actually holds a large 
Soviet lead in warhead numbers, combined 
with a really vast Soviet lead in the killing
power of their strategic weapons. This will 
be attained, one must add, by other crucial 
new developments besides the new Soviet 
system for MIRVing nuclear missiles. 

The most important of these other new 
developments is what is called the "pop-up" 
system. Thls system has already been suc
cessfully tested for the new generation Soviet 
missile tha,t will replace the existing SSllS. 
The SS-llS a.re comparable to the U.S. Min
uteman missiles; and the Soviets have about 
1,000 SS-llS deployed. 

The "pop-up" system is so important be
cause of the terms of the first SALT agree
ment. SALT essentially forbids only two de
velopments by the signatories. They cannot 
increase the numbers of missiles already de
ployed; and they cannot increase the size of 
the silos, or holes, containing the missiles. 

Unhappily, the size and power of a. missile 
in a given hole can be very greatly increased, 
if the missile can only be arranged to ignite 
outside the hole. This avoids the need to 
waste much of the space inside the hole on 
arrangements to handle the dreadful rush 
of gas when ignition occurs. The pop-up sys
tem, as its name implies, permits the new 
generation Soviet missiles of SS-11 type to 
be ignited outside their holes, thus the sys
tem will vastly increase the power of the 
most numerous class of Soviet missiles. 

The pop-up system must be added to the 
:MIRV system, of course, since the number 
and explosive strength of warheads a 
MIRVed missile can carry a.re directly pro
portional to its power. You can see, then, why 
it was so exceptionally tactful of the Soviets 
to wait until after the safe signing of the 
SALT agreement to test this new system, plus 
their unexpectedly long range new sea.
launched missile. 

As to timing, if you take the most pessi
mistic forecast, the Soviets will have their 
strategic overwhelming lead in 1978-79, but 
a bit after 1980 is more conservative. Either 
way, the time is short for corrective action. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I com
pliment the Senator from Alabama for 
his clear, cogent, and logical explanation 
of this aspect of America's strategic 
problems. 

I have noticed that, since the Senator 
from Alabama came to the Senate, he has 
been very effective in presenting matters 
that are essential to the security of a 
nation. 

I commend him for his forthrightness 
and for his clear presentation on an issue 
which is vital to the survival of individual 
liberty and everything else we hold dear. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Washington. 
I am pleased to follow the leadership of 
the able and distinguished Senator from 
Washington on the matter of national 
defense and the need for a strong na
tional defense with which to protect this 
country and the people of this country. 

I do appreciate very much the Sen
ator's remarks. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I am 

very pleased to yield at this time to the 
distinguished Senator from Utah. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from New Hampshire for yield
ing to me. I have listened carefully to 
the speeches made by the Senator from 
New Hampshire, the Senator from Ala
bama, and the Senator from Rhode Is
land. 

Mr. President, I rise to support the 
amendment of the distinguished Sen
ators from New Hampshire and Colorado 
that would go to cut back on the funds 
that would go toward accelerated de
velopment of the Trident submarine. At 
a time when the Federal budget is ex
tremely tight, and when skyrocketing 
inflation is our No. 1 domestic problem, 
this amendment would save $885.4 mH
lion in this year's Federal budget. At the 
same time, the return to a nonacceler
ated rate of development for the Trident 
would not reduce in the least the capabil
ity of the United States to defend itself. 
When the President is calling for cuts in 
spending, let us cut where we can with
out harm to our military strength. 

The case for a rapid development of 
the Trident has never been convincing. 
The United States presently has a fleet 
of 41 nuclear-powered Polaris subma
rines that will provide us with a sound 
and economical deterrent for some time 
into the future. We already have begun 
to install the potent Poseidon missile 
on 31 of these submarines. By 1976, the 
Polaris-Poseidon system will carry 5,120 
independently targetable warheads, giv
ing the United States far a:..1d away the 
most awesome submarine-launched mis
sile system in the world. 

Those who advocate the rapid devel
opment of the Trident base their argu
ments on the possibility that the Soviet 
Union might achieve some sort of break
through in antisubmarine warfare at 
some point in the indefinite future. They 
argue that the accelerated development 
would afford us a system of submarines 
which would not be as readily detectable 
as those of our present Polaris-Poseidon 
fleet. However, if the Soviet Union were 
to achieve a breakthrough in antisubma
rine warfare, it is probable that the ac
celerated Trident would be just as vul
nerable to that new development as the 
submarines of our present fleet. 

Advocates of the Trident also insist 
that it would have a greater surviva
bility than other submarines if we were 
to become engaged in a major conflict 
consisting of naval battles. This naval 
battle argument is an 18th-century posi
tion which cannot be def ended in this 
day of missiles and atomic weapons. Any 
future naval battle which would result 
in detection and destruction of our sub
marine fleet would out of necessity either 
be negotiated to a speedy conclusion or 
would result in a quick and devastating 
exchange of nuclear weapons. 

Our present Polaris-Poseidon fleet af
fords an ample supply of viable missiles 
capable of reaching targets as efficiently 
and powerfully. Indeed, the Mclntyre
Dominici amendment would not affect 
the development schedule of the Trident 
I, or C-4 Trident missile system which 
can be refitted into our present subma
rine fleet. The essential importance of the 
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Trident system is not the physical exist
ence of the submarine, but the potential 
strike force which its missiles carry. It is 
this essential force-the Trident mis
sile-which can be utilized on our present 
Poseidon-Polaris fleet, thus giving our 
submarines a striking distance even 
greater than the already awesome po
tential we now possess. 

It is argued that the Trident sub has 
greater invulnerability to attack, because 
it is faster and quieter. These attributes 
are clearly advantages, but they must be 
weighed against two obvious disadvan
tages. First, the Trident is larger than 
the Polaris and in this sense easier to de
tect. Second, under the SALT Agreement 
of 1972, the United States would be 
limited to far fewer Trident subs as 
opposed to Polaris-Poseidon subs, because 
the latter carry a smaller load of missiles. 
Thus, with the Trident we would lose 
some of the advantages of dispersion. In a 
phrase, we would be placing more of our 
eggs in fewer baskets. 

Mr. President, I believe that this debate 
on the Trident illustrates one of the 
dilemmas presented by our advanced 
technology. It often seems that the ad
vance of our technology creates the al
most obligatory feeling that since we are 
technologically capable of producing a 
system, it is therefore necessary that we 
do so. And once we make this fateful 
decision to utilize potential technology, 
we are then pressured to increase the 
speed with which we develop the new 
system. 

But is it not possible to accelerate de
velopment too rapidly? Certainly the 
most powerful bargaining tool we can 
possess in our negotiations with other 
countries is not a submarine system that 
was developed too quickly to keep pace 
with technological advances. Instead, it 
is a system that has been developed 
within the bounds of technological rea
son, a system that has wisely utilized to 
the fullest extent any new developments 
in technology. 

The compulsion with which some ad
vocate the rushed development of this 
mammoth submarine might be com
pared with the obsession with which 
Captain Ahab pursued the great white 
whale Moby Dick. Though Ahab even
tually did sight and chase the monster, 
in the end he was destroyed by it. Let us, 
in our deliberation of this issue, remem
ber the example of Ahab and avoid the 
irrational desire to follow a rash or hasty 
development of this submarine system. 
Let us pw·sue our national defense with 
reason and consideration so that we 
might avoid the building of-not a great 
white whale, but a white elephant--a 
project that becomes ill-conceived as a 
result of our desire to pursue the very 
latest technology simply for its own sake. 

It seems to me that with the Polaris
Poseidon submarine now in operation 
and with the ability to refit the Trident 
missile into the submarine, we certainly 
retain all the deterrent power we need 
while we negotiate further with the 
Soviet Union in the SALT agreement to 
see if we cannot further cut back on the 
pile up of weapons in the two countries 
and the continuing struggle that goes 
on with the Soviet Union. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from New Hampshire for yielding to me 
for these few remarks. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished Senator from 
Utah for his important support of the 
Mcintyre-Dominick amendment. I am 
pleased to have it. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire has 32 min
utes remaining. The other side has 20 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

I think it is most important that while 
we debate the pace of development of the 
Trident submarine we do not lose sight 
of the fact that this year's military pro
curement bill provides a significant 
amount of money for Navy programs. 

To anyone who says we are weakening 
our naval forces, or who claims that we 
are sending a signal of weakness to the 
Soviets, I say, "let us look at the record." 

The Navy this year will be receiving 
about $6 billion in hardware-procure
ment, and research and development-
with almost half that sum being spent 
on submarine programs. We have ap
proved :five new attack subs-that is the 
killer sub-at a cost of $868 million, and 
that is not a puny sum. Along with that, 
we will be doing two Poseidon sub con
versions costing $166 million. 

One of the reasons we are only doing 
two, as the Senator from Colorado 
knows, is that the shipyards are so 
chockablock full we can only do two of 
them during this :fiscal year. 

In addition, we plan to buy $215 mil
lion worth of Poseidon missiles for our 
submarine fleet. The new antisubmarine 
aircraft for the carrier fleet, known as 
the S-3A, will carry a total cost of $455 
million for this year's batch of 45 planes. 

This is the antisubmarine warfare 
plane that we fly, in most instances, off 
the carriers. If we include the $1.5 bil
lion request for the accelerated Trident 
program, we would be spending well 
over $3 billion for submarine warfare. 
Even with the reduction which would be 
effected by my amendment, the Navy 
would still receive more than $2 billion 
for underwater programs. 

But, of course, that is not the whole 
story of the Navy budget. We should not 
forget the $657 million in the bill for 
a nuclear carrier. With the passage of 
the amendment of my colleague, the dis
tinguished Senator from Nevada, we will 
provide in excess of $700 million for the 
F-14 fighter, the plane we will be flying 
off the carrier. Also approved were seven 
new destroyers at a total cost of $586 
million. 

These are the major aspects of a $6 
billion Navy hardware budget for :fiscal 
year 1974. All these expenditures, aside 
from the accelerated Trident request, 
had my full support. 

I have spelled out these figures in de
tail, because I feel they offer convinc
ing evidence of the intention of Con
gress to provide our Nation with the 
strongest, best equipped Navy in the 
world. No foe should underestimate our 
dedication to this proposition, and our 

willingness to translate intention into 
action. 

But let us at the same time send an
other message to our enemies. We will 
continue an active, ongoing assessment 
of any threats to our security, and take 
any and all necessary steps to preserve 
that security. However, we will not be 
rushed into helter-skelter crash devel
opment programs that end up wasting 
money and delaying the deployment of 
weapons through design and construc
tion errors. 

Mr. President, I could stand here and 
enumerate some of the mistakes. Take 
the Cheyenne helicopter. Take the prob
lem we have with the B-1 bomber right 
now. Take the question of the main bat
tle tank that we had here 2 or 3 years 
ago. With the gold plating that was being 
added to that tank, it was approaching 
a cost of $1 million per tank. 

The R. & D. Subcommittee has learned 
that excessive concurrency is asking for 
trouble. 

IS OUR FLEET THREATENED? 

Mr. President, a very strong element 
in the position the R. & D. subcommittee 
took with the full committee was on this 
question that we put to the Navy ad
mirals, the vice admirals, the command
ers of the ocean sea. 

We said, "You want this new Trident 
submarine and missile system, and we do, 
too. But why do we have to go so fast? 
What is the threat?" 

Mr. President, I am sure we have all 
heard it said over and over again in the 
debate that we need the Trident as fast 
as possible to protect against the threat 
of Soviet antisubmarine warfare. 

I would like to take a moment to ex
plore this argument made by the propo
nents of the accelerated Trident pro
gram because I am convinced that the 
evidence does not support their conten
tions. The words and actions of the best 
experts in the Department of Defense 
serve only to reinforce my conviction that 
the best way to build the Trident is on 
an orderly schedule which will serve the 
double purpose of saving the taxpayer 
money and assuring a credible and reli
able sea-based deterrent. 

What, then, do the DOD experts say 
about a possible threat to our existing 
Polaris/Poseidon submarine fleet? 

My colleagues and I on the R. & D. Sub
committee were fortunate to have the 
opportunity to hear the testimony of Dr. 
Stephen J. Lukasik. Dr. Lukasik is the 
Director of ARPA, the Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency. That is a 
group that studies beyond the horizon in 
R. & D., and the ways in which R. & D. 
might change the name of the game. Dr. 
Lukasik is well-known, and holds high 
rank in his profession. In that capacity, 
he has become perhaps the most well in
formed man in the Nation on antisub
marine warfare technology-whether it 
be the projects on which our country is 
working, or intelligence data on Soviet 
efforts. On May 29, when Dr. Lukasik 
testified, the following question was 
asked: 

Since your primary emphasis in mainte
nance of the U. S. strategic deterrent is on 
the undersea deterrent, what is your assess-
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.. ment of the likelihood that the Soviets could 

make a. technological breakthrough in ASW 
and capitalize on it in time to field an opera
tional force of sufficient size to negate our 
Polaris/ Poseidon force before 1980? 

Dr. Lukasik submitted the following 
answer through the DOD: 

It is unlikely that a Soviet breakthrough in 
ASW could negate our Polaris/ Poseidon force 
before 1980. We know the Soviets are investi
gating some unconventional ASW technology, 
and of course, we are too. 

There is, of course, the potential for Soviet 
breakthroughs that could lead to deployment 
of an effective anti-Polaris force by the early 
1980's. However, the Poseidon, with its long 
strike range will increase the SSBN patrol 
area sufficiently to pose immense additional 
problems for any ASW sensor that can now 
be conceived. 

Note that Dr. Lukasik uses the word 
"conceived"-not "developed," but what 
is even over the horizon-that can be 
conceived? 

But Dr. Lukasik's response is not the 
only evidence on this question. We also 
have the statement of Dr. John Foster, 
the former Director of Defense Research 
and Engineering. Dr. Foster, who needs 
no introduction to anyone familiar with 
Defense technology, presented the DOD 
research and development program to 
our subcommittee this spring. In re
sponse to a question of mine on April 17, 
1973, Dr. Foster admitted the "relative 
invulnerability" of the Poseidon fleet 
through the decade. He stated we can
not be "absolutely certain" that our subs 
would be invulnerable within the limited 
operating area determined by the range 
of our present missiles. But Dr. Foster 
then went on to outline the greatly in
creased operating capabilities afforded 
our Poseidon fleet by using our option 
which calls for backfitting the Trident 
I missile on the Poseidon submarine. 

Again, the invulnerability of our 
Polaris/Poseidon fleet was confirmed by 
the Navy in a written response submitted 
to the R. & D. Subcommittee on May 22, 
1973. The Department of the Navy, in 
response of?. written question of Senator 
Hughes, said: 

There is no postulated ASW threat in this 
study (a study by the Threat Assessment 
section of the Defense Research & Engineer
ing Office) that is not considerably blunted 
by the increase in operating area provided 
by the long range of the Trident missile, de
ployed either in Poseidon or Trident sub
marines. 

Mr. President, there is no Senator in 
this Chamber who feels more strongly 
than I about the importance of preserv
ing our security. And I agree with the 
many experts who believe that the sea
based leg of our defensive Triad offers 
the most secure and viable deterrent. I 
will, therefore, be the first to demand 
that our submarine-missile force remain 
invulnerable. Accordingly I asked these 
questions about possible threats to the 
Polaris/Poseidon fleet and was most in
terested in the experts' answers. 

Those answers give us a crystal clear 
message--our existing submarine fleet is 
secure and invulnerable through the dec
ade. Again, this is not my conclusion
it is the position of those persons in the 
Pentagon most closely associated with 
the problem. 

I stated earlier that it was the words 
and actions of the DOD that reinforce 
my conviction. You have heard their 
words-now let us take a look at their 
actions. 

After studying the Trident system and 
its alternatives for most of the past year, 
the R. & D. Subcommittee concluded that 
acceleration was unnecessary. But we 
decided to press ahead full steam on the 
development of the Trident I missile. 
This course would give us an effective 
option in the unlikely event of an un
foreseen Soviet breakthrough in ASW 
technology. By developing the Trident I 
missile by 1978, we would be able to fit 
this longer range missile into the existing 
Poseidon boats. The result would be to 
quadruple the ocean area the Poseidon 
fleet could use while remaining in range 
of their targets. Any Soviet ASW ad
vance would thereby be negated. 

This "backfit" option is not complex 
nor expensive and would achieve the 
sought for result of insuring the viabil
ity of our sea-based deterrent. 

However, the DOD, in pushing their 
accelerated Trident submarine program, 
has decided to delay the backfit option. 
Citing "fiscal constraints," they plan to 
deemphasize the missile development and 
deployment on the Poseidon fleet. One 
can only wonder why, if a Soviet threat 
exists, has the DOD chosen such a course 
of action. The only sensible conclusion is 
that DOD recognizes the improbability 
of any threat to our Polaris/Poseidon 
fleet. 

Given this improbability, and since we 
have available to us a cheaper, quicker, 
and more reliable option, commonsense 
dictates that we reject this attempt to 
pr-ovide a crash program of Trident de
velopment. Let us return to sound man
agement practices and to a rational, or
derly response to our future defense 
needs. 

Mr. President, earlier this afternoon. 
when the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. PASTORE) was here, he was beating 
me over the head, because we had not 
talked to the distinguished Admiral 
Rickover. 

I think the RECORD should show that if 
Admiral Rickover did not come over to 
press his case for the Trident missile 
and the Trident submarine system, that 
was no fault of the Navy. They sent over 
the team that could make the best case 
for them. 

So far as I am concerned, I am de
lighted to hear from Admiral Rickover 
or anyone else. The Navy is in charge of 
the Trident submarine, not Admiral 
Rickover-and not me. So if they did 
not send him over it was because they 
felt he would not help their case. 

Mr. President, what time is left to me? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BARTLETT). Nineteen minutes. The other 
side has 20 minutes remaining. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the Chair. I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK). 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ap
preciate that and am happy to be with 
the Senator from New Hampshire on this 
amendment. I do not really think we will 
be changing anyone's mind but, for the 

RECORD, we should set out a few points 
here. 

I listened to the speeches of the Sen
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Rrn1-
COFF), and the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. ALLEN), all of whom are estimable 
and very fine individuals. 

The Senator from Rhode Island gave 
his usual impassioned speech. It was a 
very good one. It reminded me of the 
time I was trying to change the silver 
policy of this country and he was oppos
ing it. He was speaking for the user as
sociation and he accused me of down
grading the brides of America. That is 
the same kind of thing I heard today. 

Of course, Admiral Rickover is a fine 
man. Of course, he is doing a very good 
job in the nuclear reactor field. No man 
is perfect. All we have to go back to is 
the early days of aircraft, and we have 
been building them since not too long 
after Kitty Hawk, I believe since 1911. 
We still have got the F-111 which can
not land on the deck of a carrier yet. 
I killed that in committee myself after 
we had spent something like $600 mil
lion-I cannot vouch for the accuracy of 
th~t figure-to fix it up. 

We also had trouble, as the Senator 
from New Hampshire said, with the 
Cheyenne, and we have been building 
helicopters for a long time, too. 

If we start building 10 massive nuclear 
reactor launching pads for a missile, we 
will have trouble when we have not even 
figured out the R. & D. Whether it is 
Admiral Rickover or anyone else, we 
cannot take these things out of the fry
ing pan like cookies. We will have some 
trouble and we know it. That is what we 
are trying to avoid. 

The Senator from Alabama (Mr. AL
LEN) referred to the deterrence capa
bility, and one might think we were 
not doing anything for the defense 
of our country. However, we are doing an 
enormous amount. The real deterrence 
in the Trident system is the missile, and 
we are going along with the Navy and 
the administration, as requested. That 
will be built by 1978, assuming that we 
do not get any more problems with it. 
Then if we do have any kind of prob
lems between 1978 and 1980, w~ have al
ways got the Poseidon that we can put 
this in and let the missile be used at 
that launching pad instead of this new 
big massive submarine. 

We are not trying to kill the new mas
sive submarine. We are providing for it 
here, with the first one to be in the 
IOC-initial operating capability-by 
1980. 

We are talking about 2 years differ
ence. We are not talking about letting 
down our defenses. We are not talking 
about not having a signal in SALT. We 
are not talking about any of those things. 
We adopted the Mansfield amendment 
a few hours ago and that is a signal, the 
40-percent mandatory cut of all troops 
we have overseas. That will be a pretty 
good indicator that we are not about to 
meet our commitments over there--if it 
ever holds up in conference-and I say 
flat out that I hope it does not. 

My problem is to try to get people to 
understand that there are two parts of 
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the system. on·e is the missile and one is 
the launching platform. 

The distinguished Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) pointed that out 
very clearly in yesterday's session. He 
did a real good job on it and I hope that 
more people were listening then than are 
listening now. I can say without any 
doubt at all, that although I thoroughly 
enjoyed the speech of the Senator from 
Rhode Island in his tribute to Admiral 
Rickover, which is well deserved, we have 
probably flown aircraft longer than we 
have ever had a submarine. We are still 
having problems with airplanes and 
making sure that they work at least the 
first time around. 

The other point that I think is worth
while is this: The ones the Soviets are 
building, which everyone is getting ex
cited about in the process of this debate, 
are partly, just partly, missile-carrying 
submarines. The rest are attack subma
rines, just like ours. We are building five 
in this bill. We have got it going now. We 
are not trying to reduce our submarine 
fleet in any way whatever. 

What we are trying to do by this 
amendment is to say, let us proceed with 
development of a system by which we 
know what we have in the configuration 
we want when the technical details are 
worked out in the manner that the De
fense and Navy Departments think best. 
Let us not build 10 all at once before 
we finish the R. & D. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Colorado has 
expil'ed. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. How much time do 
I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 20 minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. TOWER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the fact 
is, we are taking risks when we delay the 
IOC of the Trident submarine. I do not 
think anyone could validly maintain that 
it would be detrimental to our defense 
effort to put the IOC over into 1978. I 
do not see how it could be maintained 
that the committee position is, some
how, detrimental to the strategic posture 
of the United States. I think we can only 
conclude that getting the Trident, this 
great weapons system, into the inventory 
earlier, advances us in terms of stay
ing apace with the Soviets in military 
technology. 

It is argued that we will have the 
missile IOC'd by 1978 and if we have 
some problems we can simply retrofit 
the Poseidon and put it in there. That is 
an uneconomical way to do business. 

Let me state another aspect of the 
cost. You cannot tell me, Mr. President, 
it is not going to cost us more if we string 
this out 2 more years, because the value 
of the dollar in terms of buying power 
is going to continue to decline. So it ap
pears to me that we can get it perhaps 
a billion dollars cheaper by accelerating 
it. We will be in a much safer position 
vis-a-vis that of the Soviet Union. 

The fact is that in the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Agreement, when we allowed 
certain quantitative superiority on the 
part of the Soviet Union, we did so be
cause we felt that we would and could 
be making qualitative improvements 
that would not relegate us to a position 
of measurable inferiority to the posture 
of the Soviet Union. But the Soviet Union 
also has been working on making quali
tative improvements, and more rapidly 
than we originally suspected. We are 
aware now how quickly and how far the 
Soviets have advanced in terms of MIRV 
technology and MIRV capability. This 
has to be taken into consideration. 

Why we would now, at this time, com
mit ourselves to what may be a very dan
gerous gap 6 years hence, I cannot un
derstand. It seems to me that if we are 
going to make a mistake, we should make 
a mistake on the side of safety. Why 
string this thing out? Why have it cost 
more? Why should we have a potentially 
dangerous gap just for the sake of string
ing it out? I think that would be more 
difficult to explain to the American peo
ple than the hundreds of millions of dol
lars that will be added to the budget by 
virtue of the fact that we included it this 
year. 

Mr. President, much has been said 
about the extended life of our existing 
Polaris/Poseidon sub. But the Navy says 
they are programed for 20 years. We all 
know that you always try to incorporate 
a safety margin. This means that they 
probably are good for a substantially 
longer period of time. But the fact is that 
the older those boats become, the more 
shallow depths they are going to be oper
ated at, and the more vulnerable they are 
going to be. So what we are doing is 
downgrading our capability in that 2-
year period if we are going to rely wholly 
on Poseidons. Incidentally, by 1980, the 
oldest will have reached its 20-year life
span. 

The year 1990 is constantly being cited. 
That is when the first one built will be 30 
years old. Are we going to risk the lives of 
crews in a 30-year-old boat that is pro
gramed for 20 years? I certainly do not 
want to make a decision to do that, for 
economic reasons or any other reasons. 

Also, it is pointed out sometimes that it 
will be 1987 before the newest one is 20 
years old; but, of course, after that, that 
system should be very obsolescent indeed, 
and that is the last one in the inventory. 

We had better have this program on
going. Accelerating it can do nothing to 
damage the strategic posture of the 
United States. It is calculatd to enhance 
the strategic posture of the United 
States, just at a time when we are going 
to be negotiating further agreements on 
strategic arms limitations. So the timing 
is critical. It will be less costly if we 
accelerate. 

Therefore, I see no argument that con
vinces me that we should not proceed to 
accept the committee's position. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a brief question? 

Mr. TOWER. I will yield to the Senator 
on his time. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I ask the distin
guished Senator from Texas this ques
tion: In January and February of 1971, 

when the Navy came in with their de
scriptive summary of programs and out
lined their program, the ULMS program, 
the underseas long-range missile pro
gram, they had an IOC date of their sub
marine on the books at 1980. 

Nobody was complaining about how 
old and obsolescent the ships were going 
to be, and that is exactly what we are 
proposing now. Why does the Senator 
say our program is obsolete, when in 
January 1971 the Navy's program was 
fine with the Senator? 

Mr. TOWER. It has been a long time 
since January 1971. That was more than 
2% years ago. That was before SALT, 
before we had knowledge of the extent 
to which the Soviets had advanced in 
MIRV technology. We have to revise our 
thinking on defense systems and weap
ons systems. We cannot bind ourselves 
down to some doctrine that might have 
seemed valid 18 months ago. This is a 
rapidly changing world. 

Mr. McINTYRE. It is still the same 
date-1980. 

Mr. TOWER. But they have acceler
ated for a very good reason, as times 
change, as the Senator from Montana 
was wont to say this morning on another 
matter. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, a par. 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. JACKSON. How much time re
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fourteen 
minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield myself 5 min
utes. 

Mr. President, when the debate started 
this morning, the Senator from New 
Hampshire referred to a statement sup
posed to have been made by Admiral 
Zumwalt about Russian activity, al
legedly in connection with the Trident. 
I have not been able to secure a verbatim 
transcript of that statement. We should 
get it; and then I think we can talk 
more intelligently about it. 

But I do want to make this one brief 
observation-something I know to be a 
fact. The Soviet Embassy does have a 
staff assigned to the Hill. They come in 
and out of my subcommittee office, 
getting material and literature. If any 
Senator is so naive as to think that the 
Soviets are not active up here, he is just 
not keeping up with what is going on. 
I do not object to their coming up here. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. As a matter of fact, they 

get to be very familiar faces at some of 
our open hearings. 

Mr. JACKSON. That is right. 
Mr. TOWER. We do not get to go to 

the Russian hearings in Moscow. 
Mr. JACKSON. During our SALT I 

Armed Services Committee hearings in 
1972, they had one of their top arms con
trol specialists there. 

If any Senators have the idea that rep
resentatives of the Soviet embassy and 
of Soviet research institutes-such as 
Arbatov's U.S.A. Institute-are not ac
tive on the Hill, I say they just do not 
know what is going on. 
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Mr. President, I do not object to these 

Soviet representatives coming up here. 
But let us keep the record straight. For 
example, one man-I will give his name 
in a moment-assigned to the Hi11, is in 
touch with congressional staff. I person
ally have never been lobbied by the Rus
sians, except on my Freedom of Emigra
tion amendment to the trade legislation, 
by high Russian officials. They have come 
in and argued against this amendment 
which would make it possible for people 
to leave the Soviet Union. Gregory 
Rapota, from the Soviet Embassy, is one 
person assigned to the Hill. He talks to 
Senate staff members. 

I just want to say this for the record: 
I think it creates a false impression to 
maintain that the Russians do not send 
representatives to the HID. But how many 
representatives of the American Embassy 
can visit the Supreme Soviet, their so
called parliament? 

So we ought not to react as though 
there was something startling about the 
situation Admiral Zumwalt referred to. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. McINTYRE. The difficulty with 

the statement by the Chief of Naval 
Operations is that we have a very close 
contest here. I think we have a well
founded, well-reasoned plan as an 
alternative to the committee position. I 
know that the distinguished Senator 
from Washington does not agree with 
that. In the midst of that debate, for 
the chief man in our Navy to imply that 
perhaps I or the people 1n my position, 
who want to delay this acceleration, have 
been reached by Soviet lnfluence-

Mr. McINTYRE. This is the trouble. 
Mr. JACKSON. The Senator from New 

Hampshire is a good lawyer, and I know 
he wants to be fair. 

I have been trying to get a verbatim 
transcript of the comments of Admiral 
Zumwalt. What I have ls incomplete. I 
can only read the part that was given 
to me. As I understand it the Senator 
did not put in the RECORD the verbatim 
transcript. 

However, based on what I have seen 
this ls what Admiral Zumwalt said on 
the "Today Show," September 26: 

Admiral ZUMWALT. The Soviets, In a host 
of ways, Including th& use of employees here, 
do make a concerted effort to impact upon 
U.S. policy. This is a courtesy that is afforded 
In our democratic w-ay and a courtesy that 
they don't afford us in the Soviet Union. 

That seems to be all he said. I called 
the Navy and I asked for the transcript, 
which they had to get from NBC. I would 
llke a full and complete text. 

I am not commenting at all on the 
Trident issue. I am only pointing out 
that Soviet representatives are active on 
Capitol mu. As I said I do not necessarily 
object to that. But I would also point out 
that we cannot have similar contacts 
with the Supreme Soviet. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I hope the Senator 
understands I do not demean what he is 
trying to say. But the difficulty is that 
the statement 1s .made 1n an intensive 
debate over the Trident, and the implica
tion is there. and I do not like it. 

~· JACKSON. Let me ask the Sen.-
CXIX--1988-Part 24 

ator if he has ever heard about the activ
ities of Soviet representatives on Capitol 
Hill. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I may have heard of 
it some time, but I never took it seriously. 
Nobody from the Soviet Union influences 
me or anyone on my staff. 

Mr. JACKSON. Well, I talk to them 
often. They come in and they see me
and they lobby me, but not on the Tri
dent. But I must say, they have really 
lobbied me on my freedom of emigration 
amendment. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I can understand the 
Senator has an amendment that directly 
involved the Soviet Union and the do
mestic policy of that country. 

Mr. JACKSON. Does the Senator think 
it involves domestic-

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President-
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I have 

the floor. I am giving him time. 
Mr. McINTYRE. I understand why 

Embassy officials might want to come 
down and state their case opposed to 
your amendment but it is quite a differ
ent thing to say they are lobbying for 
my amendment to delay the Trident sub
marine. 

Mr. JACKSON. I ask my friend: Did I 
say that? 

Mr. McINTYRE. That ls the inference 
of the things the admiral said. 

Mr. JACKSON. I read the quotation 
from the report I received and it did not 
say that. I know the Senator wants to be 
fair. This is what Admiral Zumwalt said 
in the broadcast. I will read it again and 
ask where he finds Trident. 

The Soviets, In a host of ways, Including 
the use of employees here, do make a con
certed effort to Impact upon U.S. policy. This 
is a courtesy that is afforded In our demo
cratic way and a courtesy that they don't 
afford us in the Soviet Union. 

Where does he mention the Trident? 
Mr. McINTYRE. Read the first para-

graph. What did the reporter say to him? 
Mr. JACKSON. The reporter-
Mr. McINTYRE. Said? 
Mr. JACKSON. But that is not Ad

miral Zumwalt. 
Mr. McINTYRE. But the reply is in 

that context. 
Mr. JACKSON. It seems it was the 

reporter who used the phrases "Soviet 
agent" and "Trident." The reporter's 
statement reads: 

JoHN COCHRAN, NBC. Admiral Elmo Zum
walt, campaigning for the Trident sub
marine, fears that Congress may not take 
the Soviet threat seriously enough. Zumwalt 
says Soviet agents have lobbied on Capitol 
Hill against the Trident. 

But, in his statement Admiral Zum
walt does not use those phrases. The 
Senator from New Hempshlre ts a good 
lawyer and knows he did not use them. 
We ought to have the complete tran
script. That is what I am asking for. 

Mr. McINTYRE. It was the Trident, 
and the implication that a host of Soviet 
agents--

Mr. JACKSON. That is an innuendo. I 
do not think it is right to say that Ad
miral Zumwalt said something that does 
not appear in the transcript. That is all 
lam saying. 

Mr. McINTYRE. If the Senator from 
Washington cannot find it, it ls because 
he does not want to find it. 

Mr. JACKSON. Then put the whole 
statement 1n the RECORD. I have quoted 
directly from the transcript of Admiral 
Zumwalt's remarks. In fairness we 
should keep the record straight. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
want to make this observation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire has 9 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I listened to the 
''Today Show," and the implication, of 
course, was that the admiral had said 
the Soviet people, as they put it, were 
working on Capitol Hill. I do not know 
about that. I do know this. My assistant 
in the field of international relations 
was asked by the admiral, "Have the 
Soviet people been lobbying on Capitol 
Hill?" That was a man in my office 
who is on this floor now. I think that is 
unbelievable. I have not seen any Soviet 
agents up here. I do not think any Soviet 
agents are working the floor. 

Mr. JACKSON. May I say to my good 
friend, I did not mention "Soviet agents." 
I said that representatives of the Soviet 
Embassy are active on Capitol Hill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I deny they have 
been close to me; and everybody else on 
God's green Earth has been. 

Mr. JACKSON. I mentioned that they 
have been to my office. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. They have been to 
the wrong place. That is how stupid they 
are. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Chair ask that the galleries be 
in order. Would the Chair enforce the 
rules of the Senate? Would the Chair 
ask Senators to refrain from referring 
to one another in the second person? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair asks that Senators refer to each 
other in the third person. 

The Senator from Washington is rec
ognized. 

Mr. JACKSON. I just want to add 
that representatives of the Soviet Em
bassy have been up lobbying against my 
freedom of emigration amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield myself 1 addi
tional minute. My good friend is a co
sponsor and a strong voice for my 
amendment. I do not think the Senator 
wishes to imply that the Soviets are 
never active on matters before the Sen
ate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, I did not say 
that. I said insofar as the Trident is 
concerned. 

Mr. JACKSON. I never raised that 
issue. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is what the 
admiral referred to. 

Mr. JACKSON. I am assuming the 
Senator is aware of representatives of the 
Soviet Embassy being active on the Hill 
.in many areas. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, I am not, to be 
frank. I know what their attitude ls 
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abOut the Jackson amendment, of which 
I am proud to be a cosponsor. But we 
were talking about Admiral Zumwalt. 

Mr. JACK.SON. The Soviets have been 
particularly active on the Hill on my 
freedom of emigration amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is not what 
this is about. We are not debating the 
trade bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I want 
to emphasize the fundamental issue be
fore this body and that is whether or not 
we are going to follow the best profes
sional advice that has been given to us 
by those who have dedicated their lives 
to the problem of trying to design the 
best weapons system possible in the 
shortest possible time. I know of no one 
who is more astute and more effective 
in this area than Admiral Rickover. 

Now, those who advocate delay say 
they favor a policy of "fly before buy.'' 
Yet, they favor going ahead with the mis
sile, but wish to postpone the submarine. 
This is a major inconsistency in the 
argument of those who favor postpone
ment. 

Our challenge is whether we are going 
to have an effective, survivable, and 
credible seaborne strategic system in the 
late 1970's. Simply put, the Trident sub
marine will do two things Polaris can
not do. It will be faster by several knots, 
and it will be quieter by a considerable 
margin. Those two factors go directly to 
the survivability of the deterrent. 

These are among the points that I now 
want to develop in greater detail. 

I am persuaded, after careful dudy of 
all facets of the issue, that it would be 
dangerous and shortsighted for the Sen
ate to delay the Trident program. In par
ticular, the scope and magnitude and 
pace of the Soviet strategic development 
program lead to the conclusion that a 
delay in Trident now could leave us in an 
irreparably dangerous position in 1978 
or 1980. 

It does not surprise me, Mr. President, 
to hear some Senators argue that the 
recent Soviet developments-particu
larly their having obtained a MIRV ca
pability--come as no surprise; on the 
contrary, they say, the Soviets were long 
overdue in the acquisition of a MIRV 
capability. To this I would respond: We 
knew that the Soviet Union was preg
nant with MffiV, but the doctors never 
warned us that she would give birth to 
triplets. 

Yet this is precisely what has hap
pened. What surprises us is not that the 
Soviets have acquired a MIRV capa
bility, but that they have developed 
MIR V's for three-perhaps f our--sepa
rate missile systems; that they have si
multaneously introduced two different 
sorts of MIRV device-we have only 
one-that they have dramatically moved 
to increase the throw weight of their 
missile force despite the fact that it was 
already much larger than ours; that they 
have almost certainly tested a land-mo
bile ICBM; and that they have intro
duced a. whole range of technological im
provements to their missile forces in
cluding improved boosters, new launch 
techniques, increased hardening and 

other improvements. That these devel
opments should surface in about the time 
it takes to give birth-0ver the last 9 
months or so-is a fact that requires the 
most serious and deliberate consideration 
of the Senate. 

Many of these recent Soviet weapons 
developments were foreshadowed by the 
positions that the Soviets took during 
the negotiations on the SALT interim 
agreement. In those talks they vigorously 
resisted any inclusion of limits on land
mobile ICBM's, for example, despite our 
insistence that the deployment of land
mobile ICBM's ought to be banned. I felt 
at the time that if the Soviets were taking 
this position, it would not be long before 
we would discover that they were then 
developing, and had every intention of 
deploying, a land-mobile ICBM. And 
there, Mr. President, it is: a Soviet land
mobile ICBM almost certainly-which, 
under the terms of the interim agree
ment, they are free to deploy in whatever 
quantity they choose. We have nothing 
comparable. 

In my judgment, the development of 
the bigger and more capable SS-17 and 
SS-19-Soviet replacement missiles for 
their SS-11-was also foreshadowed by 
a position they took in the SALT talks. 
They refused to agree to a definition of 
the term "heavy missile" in connection 
with the article that prohibits either side 
from converting light missiles into heavy 
ones. We tried very hard to get such an 
agreed upon definition because it was 
our purpose to assure that the Soviets 
would not be able greatly to increase the 
throw weight of their light missile force 
by replacing it with larger, heavier mis
siles. We should have known that their 
refusal to go along with a definition sug
gested that they had every intention of 
doing precisely that. And there it is, Mr. 
President: the Soviet SS-17, with twice 
the throw weight of the SS-11 that it is 
intended to replace. Had we obtained the 
agreement we sought, this development 
of the SS-17 as a replacement for the 
smaller SS-11 would have been prohib
ited. But we came away from the SALT I 
negotiations without an agreed upon 
limit on the size of so-called light mis
siles. Instead we settled for a most pa
thetic and imploring unilateral statement 
in which we express the hope that the 
Soviets will "give due account to the 
consideration that the United States" 
believes that any significant increase in 
the volume of a light missile converts it 
into a heavy missile. 

I choose these two examples-and 
there are others-because it is essential 
that the Congress, in deciding now on 
the shape of our strategic deterrent 
forces 7 years from now, should un
derstand how recent Soviet strategic 
force developments and their negotiating 
positions fit together in one ominous di
rection. 

I refer to the shape of our strategic 
deterrent 7 years from now-that is, 
in 1980 and beyond-because the deci
sions we make in connection with this de
fense procurement bill now will deter
mine the security of the United States in 
the future. If we fail to make wise judg
ments today we will be unable to reverse 
those judgments tomorrow. If our strate-

gic deterrent proves to be inadequate in 
the decade of the 1980's it will be because 
we failed to assure its adequacy in the 
1970's. It will be too late then if we fail 
to act now. 

Mr. President, it is worth recalling that 
under the SALT interim agreement the 
Soviet Union is permitted more land
based ballistic missiles, more sea-based 
ballistic missiles, more missile-firing sub
marines, and greater throw weight than 
the United States. In fact they enjoy, 
under the terms of the interim agree
ment, a SO-percent margin in numbers of 
missiles, land and sea based, and a much 
greater margin in throw weight. Now, it 
has been the position of the Government 
of the United States, repeated again and 
again-not least of all in defense of the 
interim agreement--that this quantita
tive advantage conferred upon the So
viets for a 5-year period, until 1977, is 
unacceptable as the basis for a perma
nent agreement. Moreover, it has been 
the position of the administration that 
the U.S. strategic deficiency in numbers 
and throw weight over the next 5 years is 
acceptable for that period only because 
we have MffiV and the Soviets do not. 

Well, Mr. President, it is clear that the 
conditions that were said to make nu
merical inferiority acceptable for 5 
years are rapidly changing; and the abil
ity of the United States to refuse lop
sided numbers and throw weight in a 
permanent agreement is being under
mined by the current Soviet buildup 
that will leave our negotiators with very 
little leverage as we approach the ex
piration of the interim agreement. That, 
in my judgment, is the heart of the prob
lem we are considering today: How c'.ln 
the United States achieve a permanent 
arms limitation agreement that provides 
equality in a period when the Soviets are 
engaged in a potentially massive build
up of their strategic forces and we are 
limiting our own efforts largely to mod
ernization of existing forces? One thing 
is certain: we cannot hope to obtain a 
permanent SALT agreement that is bet
ter than the existing interim agreement 
if the Soviet strategic advantage in 1977 
is even greater than it was in 1972 when 
the interim agreement was signed. I em
phasize the importance of obtaining an 
agreement providing for equality because 
I cannot help but be concerned at the 
implications for our security if the po
tential imbalance implied by recent So
viet developments is permitted to de
velop. 

Let me say at once that as I view the 
current momentum of the Soviet build
up there is a very great danger that in 
the 1980's the Soviets will be in a posi
tion to destroy virtually all of our land
based missile-force and much of our 
land-based bomber force. They 
could easily have more than enough 
large, megaton-range warheads to re
duce the Minuteman missile force to a 
mere handful of surviving weapons. This 
would leave the United States with only 
its submarine force-and I want to be 
absolutely certain that the submarine 
force of the 1980's is the best that we 
are capable of building and putting to 
sea in a timely fashion. The hard fact is, 
Mr. President, that as we approach the 
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1980's-and today's decisions determine 
where we will be then-we may no longer 
have the crucial advantage of three in
dependent deterrent systems, each of 
which is capable of surviving a Soviet 
strike. We may well find ourselves with 
only one survivable deterrent system. 
And I for one do not want to face that 
eventuality with a submarine force de
signed in the 1950's, however reliable it 
may appear to be today. 

Some people have become accustomed 
to asking: What difference does it make 
if the Soviets have 10 percent more or 
25 percent more or even 100 percent more 
strategic weapons than we have since 
we will always be in a position to destroy 
the Soviet Union if they should ever be 
so foolish as to strike the United States? 
I want to take a moment to deal with this 
question because inherent in it is an ex
pression of the doubt some people feel 
about the need for the United States to 
maintain a strong deterrent. 

For many years our strategic planners 
assumed that we could deter a Soviet 
attack on the United States by possess
ing a strategic force adequate first to 
survive an all-out strike; and then to 
inflict very high levels of destruction on 
Soviet cities. We believed that so long 
as we maintained such a deterrent, 
known as a "second strike capability," 
no rational Soviet leader would launch 
an attack against us-or even make a 
credible threat to do so. But the remark
able, rapid growth of the Soviet strategic 
force in recent years has changed the 
underlying foundation of such a strategy. 

Consider for a moment the position of 
the President of the United States in the 
1980's, assuming a continuation of the 
current Soviet buildup. The Soviets will 
have just completed the strategic build
up that was taking shape in 1973. They 
would then possess a strategic missile 
force sufficient to destroy virtually all of 
our land-based missiles and most of our 
land-based bombers. And they could ac
complish this using their force of 990 
MIRV'ed, "light" missiles-their SS-17 
or SS-19 missiles-which, as I indicated 
earlier, are apparently intended to re
place the SS-11. By using only their 
"light" missiles, they could keep their 
heavy missile force in reserve-a reserve 
force that could easily number some 
2,000 or more megaton-range warheads. 

It is true that in the event of a Soviet 
light missile attack that destroyed Min
uteman and much of the bomber force, 
the President would st111 have much of 
the submarine force available for re
taliation. And, according to the theory 
of deterrence, he would order the sub
marines to attack Soviet cities. That, 
after all, is the terrible "second strike,'' 
the mere threat of which is sufficient to 
deter the Soviets in the first place. There 
is only one thing wrong with the theory. 
The Soviets would still have a reserve 
force of 2,000 warheads, any one of which 
could destroy New York or Chicago or 
Washington or any other U.S. city. The 
President thus would face an impossible 
situation: if he retaliates against Soviet 
cities he must assume that the Soviets 
will use their reserve forces to attack 
American cities. Indeed, the Soviets 
would be on the hotline with precisely 

that message: "If you strike against our 
civilian population, we shall destroy your 
civilian population." In such a situation 
no rational American President would 
actually order the submarines to fire. 
And I might add that no strategy that 
requires the mass destruction of inno
cent civilians can ever guarantee our 
security. 

What troubles me, Mr. President, 1s 
not that such a war is likely to take 
place. But if we allow the strategic bal
ance to develop as it is now tending, we 
could well face a situation in the 1980's 
where an American President would 
know that if he got into a crisis he could 
face a Soviet strategic force big enough 
to destroy our land-based deterrent with 
a Soviet reserve force adequate to dis
courage him from retaliating. In such a 
strategic environment, I am concerned 
that the President will not have the 
strength to stand up politically and dip
lomatically to protect American inter
ests in the world. In 1962 the Soviet 
Union blinked in Cuba. I want to be cer
tain that an American President is not 
forced to blink in 1982, whether It be 
in Europe or the Middle East or the 
Western Hemisphere. It is the political 
and diplomatic etrect of American stra
tegic inferiority that troubles me, not the 
mechanistic figures of a military ex
change. 

I want to be certain, Mr. President, 
that the Commander in Chief in 1980, 
whoever he might be, has some options in 
a crisis. Given the direction the Soviets 
have taken, and the speed with which 
they are moving, I fear that the Presi
dent wm :find himself in 1980 with only 
one option-retaliation against cities-
and that option wm no longer be credible. 
The rules of deterrence were written 
when the United States had clear stra
tegic superiority. We did not envision 
then a day in which the Soviets would 
be able to launch a strike and then deter 
us from retaliating. Now we can envision 
such a day; and we had better rewrite 
the rule book. 

I am confident, Mr. President, that the 
Senate will decide not to delay the Tri
dent program. If we choose the prudent 
course-to proceed without delay with 
the Trident program-we can at least be 
certain that we will have done what we 
can to support the effort of our negotia
tors to obtain an equitable SALT agree
ment if we can-and to protect our na
tional security if we cannot. 

I would emphasize the following 
points: 

First. It is wholly unwise, from a 
strategic point of view, to delay Trident. 
Trident is the only means we have of 
"going to sea" if the Minuteman force 
becomes vulnerable to a Soviet disarm
ing counterforce strike. 

Implicit in the failure of SALT I to 
constrain Soviet technological momen
tum was the conclusion that, sooner or 
later, the Soviets would at least duplicate 
our MIRV achievements. 

They are now moving fast to do this
and they have the advantages allowed 
them in the SALT I interim agree
ment-their larger numbers of Iand
based missiles with greater throw
weight. 

It is clear that as soon as the Soviets 
acquire the requisite number of MIRVe~ 
missiles, tipped with warheads of suf
ficient accuracy and yield, the Minute
man land-based deterrent force wlll be 
at risk--especially since, under the terms 
of the SALT I ABM treaty, a meaning
ful defense of Minuteman cannot be de
ployed. 

We cannot predict with certainty 
when the Soviets will solve all the tech
nical problems associated with achiev
ing this sort of devastating counter
force capability against Minuteman. But 
the grave threat is evident. We know 
the Soviets have underway an impres
sive MIRV testing program on at least 
three new ICBM's. 

It is none too soon to take decisive 
steps to hedge against the possibility 
of a vulnerable Minuteman force-and 
the only effective hedge available to us 
is the Trident, without delay. 

Second. A 2-year delay on the first Tri
dent boat would call in question a sur
vivable and effective submarine-based 
deterrent in the period ahead. 

The Soviets have five of their Tridents 
in the water-their so-called Delta-class 
submarines, equipped to carry a missile 
with a range of 4,200-nautical miles, 
equivalent in range to our Trident I. One 
of their Trident boats is already opera
tional, with missiles installed. An addi
tional 12 Delta-class submarines are un
der construction at this moment. 

As for the status of our own Polaris
Poseidon fleet, we must remember this: 
our 41 nuclear ballistic missile subma
rines were all built in the decade be
tween 1958 and 1967. We have not de
ployed a single Polaris-type submarine 
since then. The Soviets, on the other 
hand, floated their first submarine of this 
type in 1968. This means that, when the 
interim SALT agreement expires in 1977, 
the oldest Soviet nuclear ballistic missile 
submarine will be about 10 years old, but 
the oldest elements of our fleet wlll be 
about 20 years old. This balance in the 
relative ages of the two submarine forces 
is a powerful argument against delay
the delay built into Senator McINTYRE'S 
amendment. 

Trident is, moreover, our sole hedge 
against any possible breakthrough in the 
area of antisubmarine warfare-ASW. 
The Trident submarine w111 incorporate 
the latest advances in technology to en
hance submarine invulnerability. Trident 
will be faster and quieter. It will repre
sent significant improvements over Po
laris in this regard, since Polaris is based 
on essentially 1950's and early 1960's 
technology. 

Third. A 2-year delay in the first Tri
dent boat will undermine a credible U.S. 
posture in the SALT II negotiations on 
submarine-based missiles. 

My colleagues are aware of the 3-
to-2 advantage afforded the Soviets 
in Polaris-type submarines and in sub
marine-based missile launchers in the 
interim SALT I agreement. 

When the interim agreement expires 
in mid-1977, the Soviets will almost cer
tainly have their allotted 62 submarines 
at se~and a sizable number "under con
struction" not yet Hat sea" or "opera-
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tional," and therefore not constrained by 
the provisions of the interim agreement. 

On the other hand, when the interim 
agreement expires, 1f the proponents of 
delaying Trident until 1980 have their 
way, we will still have only the 41 sub
marines of the 44 allowed us under the 
interim agreement-and no prospect 
that we will have any others for 3 years. 
I ask every Senator to ponder this situ
ation. Without the first Trident on sta
tion in 1978, the Soviets will know that, 
after the expiration of the interim agree
ment, we will have no submarine avail
able for 3 years, while the momentum of 
the Soviet submarine construction pro
gram continues unchecked. Under these 
circumstances, do the Soviets have any 
incentive to reach a permanent agree
ment on submarine-based misslles
especially 1f they envision the missile 
submarine balance around 1980 of about 
90 for them and the same 41 for us? 

I think the answer is obvious. 
Fourth. The slogans "fly before you 

buy" and ''danger of concurrency" have 
become substitutes for a basic under
standing of how all the significant U.S. 
strategic systems have been realized. 

The fact is that there has been "con
currency" in research and development 
and production in every significant U.S. 
strategic system-from the first ICBM's, 
through the initial Polaris deployments, 
and the Minuteman missile force. 

In regard to seaborne strategic systems, 
-we have a history we can examine, and a 
sound comparison we can make between 
the successful Polaris program and its 
-Trident successor. The Polaris was a 
brilliantly successful program, and the 
Trident has even more built-in prospects 
for similar success. For example, in the 
Polaris program, the period from the 
completion of the final design until the 
date the first boat became operational 
was 3% years. In the Trident program, 
the comparable period will be 5 years. As 
for the missiles, there was a 4-year pe
riod between design and operationa.J ca
pability for the Polaris A-3; for Poseidon, 
the comparable period was 6 years. But 
!or the Trident I missile, that period will 
be 7 years. In short, greater care is being 
taken in the Trident program than was 
taken with the already proven Polaris/ 
Poseidon program. 

This great care in structuring the Tri
dent program reflects, I think, the cau
tion of an experienced organization. In
deed, the experience the Navy has gained 
through the multiyear Polaris/Poseidon 
program should weigh heavily in this dis
cussion. The advocates of delaying the 
Trident program seek to convey the im
pression that Trident is a technological 
novelty, fraught with the possibility of 
major cost overruns. But I would em
phasize that the Navy is not operating in 
the realm of the unknown. 

Though the first Trident cannot go 
on station until 1978, almost all the ad
vanced technology associated with the 
system is either being tested or is already 
on hand. For example, the missile 
motors, the computers, and guidance 
systems will soon be flight tested. The 
reactor that will power the Trident is an 
upgraded version of a reactor already 
operational on an .attack submarine. The 

Trident's sonar is also being tested in an 
operational submarine at this very 
moment. 

So against the presumed danger of 
"concurrency," we have the expenence 
gained in deploying Polaris/Poseidon, 
.and the extra care being taken with Tri
dent. And I would add this important 
point. Admiral Rickover and his produc
tion team which made the Polaris an 
outstanding success still exist. I have 
great confidence in Admiral Rickover 
and his people, a confidence he has 
earned during more than 20 years in the 
business of producing efficient and re
liable seaborne strategic systems. 

Moreover, we must remember that a 
decision to have the first Trident opera
tional by 1978 does not preclude the op
portunity to control the rate at which 
the boats become operational after th.at 
date. It may well be that we will wish 
to--for SALT, or some other purpose
delay the completion of the full Trident 
complement. But I would reiterate that 
what we are deciding in our vote on this 
amendment is when the first group of 
boats become operational, not when all 
of them will. A decision to delay the first 
boat, if made this year, is irreversible; 
it cannot be recalled. On the other hand, 
a decision to go ahead and have the first 
boat on station in 1978 will still allow us 
sufficient flexibility for the future. 

Fifth. Senator McINTYRE'S amendment 
misconstrues the basic economics of the 
Trident program. For, in fact, the Tri
dent program recommended by the full 
Armed Services Committee will actually 
save us money-not cost us money-in 
acquiring the 10-boat Trident fleet. 

The advocates of delay of the first Tri
dent until 1980 tell us how many hun
dreds of millions of dollars we will save 
in each of the next 3 fiscal years. Obvi
ously, if you are not working on. con
structing the submarines, then you are 
not spending the money to build it. The 
crucial point is how much money this 
delay will save us with respect to con
structing all 10 of the submarines-and 
even those who advocate delay, I would 
emphasize, are in favor of all 10 boats. 
And here, the proposed savings evapo
rate. By advocating that we take 6 years 
to build the 10 boats, rather than the 
4 years, the savings of the first 3 years 
of the construction program wlll simply 
be put back into the program in the last 
3 years. 

And, most significantly, if the program 
is stretched out for an additional 2 years, 
as Senator McINTYRE advocates, the total 
cost for all 10 boats w111 almost certainly 
increase. Given what we know about in
flation alone, if we follow the Mcintyre 
amendment the cost of a 10-boat Trident 
fleet will rise perhaps by as much as a 
billion dollars. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire is recognized. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I 
would take Issue with my distinguished 
friend from Washington. The Trident 
missile is a "fly-before-you-buy" ap
proach. It will be tested to a consider-
able extent before 1977 and we will have 
plenty of time to know it is a good mis
sile before we make sizable purchases of 
lt. It is a "fly-before-you-buy" concept. 

POPUPS IN PERSPECTrVE 

Mr. President, the newspapers have 
recently carried word of a new Soviet 
development-the so-called popup mis
sile launching technique. It is the 
time of the year, of course, when we are 
deluged with reports of Soviet break
throughs and new threats, and therefore 
I was not surprised to see this news. 
However, it is important to place this 
development in perspective in terms of 
its significance for our defense posture. 

I do not intend to underestimate the 
importance of any Russian technological 
advance. But I do wish to make clear just 
what such an advance means and what 
types of response it requires. 

The pop-up technique, simply put, is a 
method whereby a missile is ejected, or 
"popped up" from its silo by use of com
pressed gas. After the missile clears the 
silo, the engines are ignited to provide 
the normal propulsion. In the conven
tional launching methods, where the 
missiles' engines are ignited within the 
silo to provide the initial propulsion, ex
tra room has to be left around the mis
sile to allow for the escape of the hot 
engine exhausts. Thus, by using the pop
up, the need for extra silo room is elim
inated. 

It is the use of this extra space which 
is of greatest significance. As a recent 
article in the Washington Post, entitled 
"Russians Seen Launching New Missile 
Plan," points out, this extra space-

Can be used for putting larger missiles or 
warheads into existing silos, or it can be used 
to make room for shock absorbers and thicker 
concrete and steel linings !or the silo walls 
to protect the missile from a nearby nuclear 
blast. 

So that is what the popup is all about. 
But how new is this newest Russian 
"breakthrough?" The answer is-not so 
new at all. 

We have been using the pop-up tech
nique to launch our Polaris missiles for 
some years now. As a matter of fact, if 
we had wanted to, we could have em
ployed the method on our Minuteman 
force a long time ago. Indeed, we could 
have used pop-ups to greater advantage 
than the Soviets. 

But our experts decided that it was not 
worth the effort. To be sure, we would 
have been able to obtain an increase in 
payload by employing this technique. 
But the most important factor in an of
Iensive capability is accuracy. Thus the 
popup technology, which does not in
crease accuracy, is not of overwhelming 
significance. To imply, as some have 
done, that this so-called breakthrough 
poses a great new threat to our Minute
man force is simply not true. 

The article by Michael Getler that I 
mentioned earlier contains a somewhat 
different analysis of the development. 
Getler cites "highly placed U.S. officials'' 
and "senior defense planners" who be
lieve, on the basis of new intell1gence 
data, that the Soviets are using pop-up 
in order to reinforce the strength of their 
existing missile silos. 

This new intelligence information in
dicates that the Russians are beginning 
to add more protection to some of their 
missile silos, and that new silos under 
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construction contain thicker protective 
linings. 

If this interpretation is correct, it 
would indicate that the soviets are more 
concerned with maintaining their deter
rent capability than with increasing 
their first-strike strength. This indeed 
would be a "hopeful sign" as Getler 
terms it. It would mean that progress 
toward meaningful offensive arms lim
itations may be possible. It would mean 
that we might well see the end of exor
bitant and ever-increasing spending on 
weapons of destruction. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article by Michael Getler, 
entitled "Russians Seen Launching new 
Missile Plan,'' from the September 22 
Washington Post be inserted in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RUSSIANS SEEN LAUNCHING NEW MISSILE 
PLAN 

(By Micha.el Getler) 
Senior U.S. officials say there are new in

dications that the Russians a.re beginning a 
major program to strengthen their under
ground missile silos against any would-be 
nuclear attack. 

These officials think the Russians may be 
planning to use a new "pop-up" missile 
launching technique as part of this effort. 

But Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-Wash.), 
who is lea.ding the fight on Capitol Hill for 
a tougher U.S. negotiating position with the 

- Russians in future nuclear arms limitation 
talks, does not share the view that the new 
technique is pa.rt of a Soviet effort to better 
protect their missiles. 

Jackson believes the pop-up launch 
method may be aimed-along with other So
viet developments-at . making Russian mis
siles _still more powerful and threatening 
to the U.S. 

The senator's office has indicated that 
Jackson will call attention to the new 
launch method during debate on this yea.r's 
defense budget, which now faces a crucial 
test on the Senate floor. Thus, the interpre
tation of 'What the new launch technique 
means could be significant. 

The normal technique for launching a 
missile ls to J-'lite its rocket engines in 
the silo. The pop-up method-which the 
Russians have been testing for a.bout a 
year-involves first ejecting the missile from 
its silo by using compressed gas and then 
igniting the engines. U.S. Polaris missiles 
have been launched from submarines in this 
manner for years 

Because much of the space in a missile 
silo ls used simply to allow hot exhaust 
gases from the rocket engines to escape, the 
use of the pop-up technique can create extra. 
room in a silo. 

This extra space can be used for putting 
larger missiles or warheads into existing 
silos, or it can be used to make room for 
shock absorbers and thicker concrete and 
steel linings for the silo walls to protect 
the missile from a nearby nuclear blast. It 
could also be used for a combination of 
these objectives. 

Highly-placed U.S. officials, however, say 
the most widely held view is that the pop
up technique seems primarily related to a 
budding Russian effort to add more protec
tion to their new and existing silos. 

They base this tentative Judgment on new 
intelligence information which indicates that 
the Soviets are Just beginning to add more 
protection to some or the existing stlos for 
their 1,000 small SS-11 ICBMs and 288 large 
SS-9 :ICBMs. 

Furthermore, it appears that 91 new silos 

being built in Russia for newer models of 
these missiles-the SS-17 and SS-18--also 
have thicker protective linings than their 
predecessors. Some officials believe these 
new silos are serving as models for the im
provement of the older ones. 

It has also been estimated recently that 
the new large SS-18 missile is roughly the 
same size as the SS-9 and thus probably 
can fit into the existing silos-With some 
modifications-even using existing launch 
techniques. 

This estimate, in combination with the 
early indications of improvements being 
made to the older silos, leads some analysts 
to believe that the Russians are planning to 
use the pop-up launch technique to save 
space for the additional protection. 

Less is known about the SS-17 missile. 
Officials estimate this new weapon is prob
ably slightly larger than the existing SS-11, 
but that it could probably fit in the older 
silos, with the pop-up technique again used 
to make room for better protection. 

If the Russians decide to install pop-up 
launch systexns in all their missile silos, it 
would be a long and massive job, ta.king 
perhaps a year to remodel ea.ch silo. 

Senior defense planners say they are 
neither surprised nor overly concerned spe
cifically about the pop-up launch technique. 

They acknowledge Jackson's contention 
that the technique would allow the Soviets 
eventually to put stlll larger missiles in ex
isting silos without technically breaking the 
SALT agreement not to "significantly in
crease" the size of silos. It could also al
low putting bigger warheads on existing 
missiles. 

But these officials say the old and new 
Russian missiles are already powerful enough 
using conventional launch methods, to 
threaten the U.S., and the principal concern 
is whether the Russians wlll attempt to con
vert much or all of their missile force to 

Recommendation 
The Subcommittee recommends authoriza

tion of $642.0 miUion to continue develop
ment and provide for long lead-time procure
ment of the Trident Submarine Launched 
Strategic Missile System. This is $885.4 mil
lion less than the amount requested. The 
reduction delays construction of the lead 
and follow-on submarines, but does not a!
fe1.. t the program proposed for development 
of the Trident I (C-4) missile. 

Of the $642.0 million recommended for 
this program, $602.0 million applies to the 
RDT&E appropriation and $40.0 million to 
the Shipbuilding and Conversion appropria
tion. 

The request for $1,527.4 million, together 
with the Subcommittee recommendations, is 
presented by appropriation in the following 
table: 

[In millions of dollars) 

Fiscal 
Fiscal year 1974 

R.D.T. & E.: 

year Re-
1973 quested 

Recom
mend Change 

Trident I missile____ 348. 4 529. 0 498 -31. 0 
Trident submarine__ 122. 0 125. 6 104 -21. 6 
Trident II missile ____ -------------·--------------------.: 

Total R.D.T. & E __ 470. 4 654.6 602 -52.6 

Procurement: 
Ship construction 

(SCN) _________ 311. 0 867.8 40 -827.8 
Weapons procure· 

ment (WPN) ____________ 5. 0 --------- -5.0 

Total procure· ment. _________ 311. 0 872.8 40 -832.8 

Total authoriza-
tion request_ ___ 781. 4 1, 527. 4 642 -885. 4 

. carry the highly accurate type of multiple - DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

. warhead known as MIRV. 
The two new missiles are being flight. tested - The Trident weapon system wlll provide a. 

. with MIRV. Technically, the Russians would replacement for the Polaris/Poseidon fleet 
be allowed to modernize their force by re- and Will upgrade one leg of the Triad of 
placing old missiles with the new MIRVed - strategic deterrence, the other two being the 
versions. However, such a massive replace- Minuteman land-based ICBM, and the B-520 
ment with MIRVed missiles would un- and H strategic intercontinental bomber. 
doubtedly rupture any chances for a perma- The Air Force budget provides for continued 
nent agreement limiting offensive arms and development of the advanced B-1 bomber 
set off a new spiral in the arms race. . which is planned to replace the B-52 force 

If the Judgment that the Russians are and for continued improvement of Minute
seeking protection for their missiles rather man. 
than still more weight-lifting power is cor- Trident consists of two major subsystems, 
rect, it could be a hopeful sign. the primary strategic missile system called 

the Trident I or C-4, and th~ submarine sys-
Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I also tern. Both wlll incorporate the latest ad

have a sanitized, declassified version of vances in technology and be designed to in
the detailed analysis and report of the crease employment flexibillty, significantly 
Subcommittee on Research and Develop- reduce submarine vulnerab111ty, enhance 
ment to the full Armed Services Com- surv1vab111ty of payload delivered, and grea.t
mittee, recommending that we proceed ly expand the dimensions of the U.S. coun-

terstrike force. 
to build the Trident submarine system The Trident submarine wm be nuclear 
on an orderly and careful basis, avoid- powered, faster and quieter than the Polaris/ 
ing what we consider excessive concur- Poseidon submarine, capable of carrying up 
rency. This report includes the facts and to 24 C-4 missiles (range up to 4,000 miles) 
figures which are the heart of my amend- initially, but designed to accommodate the 
ment 517 and outlines 1n detail just larger diameter and longer range Trident II 
what the Mcintyre-Dominick amend- or D-5 missile (range up to -- miles) 1! 
ment would do. and when developed. 

I ask unanimous consent to have it The C-4 missile, With payload and ac-
printed in the R~coRD. curacy equivalent to the Poseidon missile, 

There being no objection, the report wlll be capable of being backfitted on the 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, existing 31 Poseidon submarines, thus in· 
as follows: creasing their capa.b111ty. It wlll be equipped 
Report or the M111tary Research and Develop- with an improved ball1stic reentry vehicle. 

ment Subcommittee to the Armed services Development or the D-5 follow-missile has 
committee not been proposed for fiscal year 1974. 

I :In mllllons of dollars J 
Trident program: 

Request -----------------------
Reconunend -------------------
Change------------------------

1,527.4 
642.0 

-885.4 

BACKGROUND 

The Trident program has been subjected to 
a series or major changes as indicated in the 
following table, which also presents the Sub
committee recommendations: 
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Trident 

Sept. 
1971 

program 

submarine ____ :: (1) 

Trident I (C-4) 
missile __ -.; ___ ; _ 21977-79 

Tr~rs~lr~'-~~~~~-.: None 
Trident I (C-4) 

missile backfiL 2 1977-79 

1 Early 1980' s. 
2 Calendar year. 

IOC dates 

Subcom· 
Sept. mittee 
1972 recommen-

Dec. 
1971 

accel
eration revision dation 

1978 

1977 

1978 

1978 

21980 

1978 

None ----- -- - - --------- ·-

1977 ---------- 1978 

The significance o! each o! these changes 
1s explained and summarized below. The 
Subcommittee recommendation differs !rom 
the Defense proposal only in that l,t delays 
the Trident submarine program. It retains 
the C-4 misslle schedule so that even 1! thi3 
need arises in the Late 1970's to improve our 
SSBN fleet the Poseidon submarines can be 
back.fitted with C-4 misslles. The Subcom
mittee recommendations, in effect, returns 
the program to the Administration plan prior 
to the acceleration. 

EXPLANATION OF PROGRAM CHANGES 

In December 1971, OSD accelerated de
velopment o! the Trident weapon system and 
requested an additional $35 mlllion o! FY 
1973 funds to provide !or: 

1. Trident submarine IOC in 1978, three to 
!our years earlier than before. 

2. Trident I (C-4) mlsSile IOC in 1977 with 
the potential !or backfit into the Poseidon 
submarine. 

3. Trident II (D-5) missile with no speci
fied IOC date. (No funds in FY 1973.) 

Accelera,tion was justified as needed: (a) 
to eventually replace the aging Polaris/ 
Poseidon fleet; (b) to provide for U.S. basing 
o! ballistic missile submarines; (3) to in
crease the submarine operating area a.s a 
hedge against a breakthrough in the expand
ing Soviet ASW capabllity; 

Following the SALT I agreement, rationale 
for acceleration rested on the need to con
tinue an aggressive modernization progr.am 
under the constraints o! the agreement. 

The need for acceleration was debated at 
length by the Armed Services Committee and 
was approved by a tie 8 to 8 vote. It was ap
proved by the Oongress after pass.age by an 
8 vote margin in the Senate. 

In September 1972, it became apparent that 
the early IOC (1977) of the C-4 missile and 
large construction costs o! the submarine 
would require prohibitively large dollar 
amounts in excess o! $2.6 blllion each in 
fiscal years 1974. The program therefore was 
revised "for fiscal reasons" by: 

1. Slipping C-4 missile IOC 10 months to 
1978 to coincide with the Trident submarine 
IOC (rather than being available earlier for 
potential backfit into Poseidon submarines.) 

2. Establishing an IOC date o! calendar 
year for the D-5 missile where no IOC date 
previously had been prescribed. However. no 
FY 1974 funding 1s required !or develop
ment. 

3. Delaying the C-4 ba.ckfit option for Posei
don to coincide with t he D-5 missile IOC. 
At that time, a.s D-5 missiles were installed, 
they would replace C-4 missiles which then, 
1! needed, could be ba.ckfit into Poseidon 
submarines. 

This revision, which ls the basis !or the 
FY 1974 budget request, did not change the 
Trident submarine IOC date of 1978. It did, 
however, require very large budgets of $2.6 

blllion. 
SUBCOMMITTEE INVESTIGATION 

Because of the concern regarding l ar ge 
n ear-term costs of the program, the h igh de
gree of concurrency ln submarine develop
men t and construction, and the la.ck of clear 

justification for a.ccelera.tlon, the Subcom
mittee by letter dated April 16, 1973, to the 
Secretary of Defense, proposed six separate 
alternative 10 Trident weapon system pro
gram schedules to be priced out and sub
mitted with statements of specific impacts 
on our strategic posture in relation to the 
projected threat, and including the implica
tions o! the ABM treaty. SALT I interim 
agreement a.nd SALT Il negotiations. This 
was answered by letter dated May 14, 1973. 
Coples of both letters and attachments in
cluding priced out estimates a.re available 
1n Subcommittee files. One statement in the 
OSD reply has particular significance and 
reads as follows: 

"It is important to note that at their pres
ent building rate (SSBNs) the Soviets will 
not quite reach their limitations (in number 
of SSBN launchers) by the time the interim 
agreement expires (May 1977). Should a new 
agreement not be achieved, they will have 
no difficulty in continuing or accelerating 
their production rates. I consider it most 
prudent, if not vita.I, that we have a vigorous 
construction program well underway prior 
to the expiration of the interim agreement." 

This statement strongly emphasizes the 
relative size of the U. S. and Soviet SSBN 
fleets and the building rates when the five 
year interim agreement runs out. It reflects 
that "worst case" philosophy, since it as
sumes that the interim agreement will lapse, 
that there wlll be no follow-on agreement, 
and, therefore, that the strategic arms race 
will resume. 

The June 21, 1973, agreement and other 
agreements and understandings reached be
tween Nixon and Brezhnev, including the 
announced joint objective o! realizing a new 
permanent agreement in 1974 to include 
both qualitative and quantitative limita
tions on strategic nuclear weapons does not 
bear out the "worst case" assumption of the 
Department of Defense. Rather, it calls !or 
a more orderly and deliberate, 1! not re
strained pace of Trident submarine deploy
ment. It should be remembered that while 
Safeguard played an important pa.rt in per
suading the Soviets to agree on the ABM 
treaty, it cost the U. S. $500 million to re
duce the number of sites. We can ill afford 
to waste further substantial a.mounts. 

The statement in the Defense letter that 
"the best way to quickly provide additional 
ballistic missile launchers at sea was to ac
celerate the Trident submarine program," 
now appears to have little significance. It 
has even less significance considering the 
statement on Soviet ASW technology ma.de 
before the Subcommittee on May 29, 1973, by 
the Director of the Advanced Research Proj
ects Agency (ARPA). At that time Dr. Luka
sik was asked: 

"What is your assessment of the likelihood 
that the Soviets could make a technological 
breakthrough in ASW and capitalize on it in 
time to field an operational force of suf
ficient size to negate our Polaris/ Poseidon 
force (without C-4) before 1980?" 

The answer by Dr. Lukasik, who is respon
sible for the pursuit of the "'"Jst advanced 
ASW technology in the Dep c.i t ment of De
fense, and who, therefore, is perhaps more 
knowledgeable than anyone else in this field, 
was very significant. He stated: 

"It ls unlikely that a Soviet breakthrough 
in ASW could negate our Polaris/ Poseidon 
force before 1980. . . . There is, o! course, 
the potential for Soviet breakthroughs that 
could lead to deployment of an effective antl
POLARIS force by the early 1980's. However, 
the Poseidon, with its long strike range will 
increase the SSBN patrol area sufficiently to 
pose immense additional problems for any 
ASW sensor that can now be conceived."• 

• Dr. F ost er, form er Director of Defense 
Research a n d Engineering in response to a 
question by Sen a.tor Hughes on April 17, 
1973, confirmed this statement. 

The Defense letter addresses the problem 
of aging of the Polaris/Poseidon fleet but 
admits to their utility for 25 yea.rs rather 
than the 20 year design life. The letter 
states, "Safety of our personnel who man 
these ships will not permit us to consider 
continuing operation beyond 25 yea.rt of age." 
The Subcommittee recommendation is con
sistent with this statement and would per
mit a later increase in construction rat es if 
needed. 

The obvious conclusions that can be drawn 
from these authoritative statements are: 

1. The Polaris/Poseidon fleet will be ade
quate at least until the ea.rly 1980's. 

2. There is no urgent requirement for the 
C-4 missile or Trident submarines. 

3. There may be no need for a D-5 missile. 
CONCLUSIONS 

The Subcommittee concludes, based upon 
its findings, that: 

1. The Trident submarine is not required 
to be operational by 1978 and may be delayed 
until 1980 or later. The need for quickly 
providing additional launchers at sea has 
not been justified. 

2. Development o! the C-4 missile, which 
ls well under way and is planned for an IOC 
date o! 1978, should be continued as an or
derly development program as proposed. 

The cost estimates submitted by the De
partment for the six alternative programs 
were qualified with the request that they 
be used for comparative purposes only be
cause of the short period available to pre
pare them. They also are qualified with nu
merous variables. On this basis, the differ
ence in total development and acquisition 
cost between the program proposed by the 
Department and that recommended by the 
Subcommittee is less than 4 percent 1! back
fit is included in both. It ls some 7 percent 
if back.fit is excluded only from the Defense 
proposed program. The Subcommittee con
siders that these variations in estimate are 
nominal and tha. t the program recommended 
by the Subcommittee may prove to be even 
lower in cost because: 

a. Further agreements with the Soviets 
may result in cutback in strategic forces, in
cluding the SSBN fleets o! both nations. 
Should this occur, we would be able to a.void 
the sunk costs for those submarines which 
otherwise would have been built under the 
earlier construction plan o! DOD. 

b. I! the Soviet ASW threat does not de
velop by the early 1980's to the point that a 
Trident submarine ls required, we may fur
ther delay the replacement of our Polaris/ 
Poseidon fleet due to aging, particularly if 
this fleet proves to la.st much longer than the 
design life of 20 years. 

c. By proceeding more slowly on Trident 
submarine development, we can incorporate 
later technology and thereby have a more 
capable ship as well as avoiding costly modi
fication programs to incorporate these im
provements after the submarines a.re built. 

Aside from cost considerations, there are 
other reasons why the Subcommittee recom
mended program has merit. These a.re as fol
lows: 

a. By delaying the submarine IOC date, 
more time is available to develop the C-4 
missile if it should encounter any significant 
technical problems, and if the need for ba.ck
fit of Poseidon by that time has not been 
established. 

b. Delay of the construction program and 
building subma rin es a t the rate of -- per 
year instead of the -- per year, as recom-
mended by Defense for the initial 10, will 
significantly reduce annual budget require
ment s in the next 3 years a n d make such 
funds available for other important needs. 

c. The decision for the annual rate of sub
marine construction for the first 10 does not 
have to be made now, under the Subcommit
tee recommendation. However, when it is 
made it would be more efficient to establish 
the work force and facilities to support a 
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sustaining rate of -- per year. Un der the 
Defense plan, after the :first 10 were built at 
-- per year, follow-on quantities would be 
built at the reduced rate of -- per year. 
This could require the disrupt ive firing of 
people and idling of facilities. 

SPECIFIC EFFECT OF SUBCOMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Implications and explanations o! the re
ductions recommended by the Subcommittee 
to the FY 1974 request are as indicated below 
and should be stated in the Committee re
port on the blll as guidance t o t he Depart
ment of Defense. 

RDT & E APPROPRIATION S 

Trident I (C-4) Missile-The reduction of 
$31 million relates to submarine installed 
missile system equipment, the development 
of which may be deferred consistent with the 
delay in development of the Trident sub· 
marine. 

Trident Submarine-The reduction of 
$21.6 mlllion consists of $17.6 million iden
tified by the Department as not being re
quired if development is slowed. The remain
ing $4 million represents the amount identi
fied by the Navy as being in excess of require
ments for design support work to be per
formed during FY 1974 by Newport News 
Shipbuilding Corp. as subcontractor to Gen
eral Electric Corp. in the development of the 
submarine propulsion system. 

SHIP CONSTRUCTION {SCN ) APPROPRIATION 

The reduction of $827 .8 million was iden
tified by the Department as the amount 
which would not be required in FY 1974 if 
the submarine roe was delayed from October 
1978 to calendar year 1980. This eliminates 
the requirement for full funding of the lead 
submarine and for advance procurement for 
t he three follow-submarines each in fiscal 
years 1975 and 1976. 

PROCUREMENT OF MISSILE S (PAMN ) 

APPROPRIATION 

The $5 million requested is denied as pre
mature under this appropriation. Commit
ment to procurement of m issiles would be 
appropriate in FY 1975. I! any engineering 
services are required in FY 1974 to provide 
technical support for missile facilities plan
ning, they may be accommodated under the 
RDT&E appropriation for the C-4 missile. 

MATTERS FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION 

Last year the Committee repor+, questioned 
the plan to build the Trident submarine with 
24 launch tubes because, under SALT I, it 
would reduce the number of submarines that 
could be built to replace the present 16 tube 
fleet. The Committee encouraged the Depart
ment to weigh this matter carefully. 

The current plan is for a 24 tube submarine 
and the decision on the number will be re
quired for the lead submarine by the fall of 
1973. However, the decision on the number 
of tubes for follow-on submarines may be 
deferred until next year when the mat ter will 
again be considered in conjunction wit h the 
FY 1975 request. 

If the operational life of the Polaris/ Posei
don submarine proves by experience to be not 
much longer than the 20 year design life by 
the late 1970's or early 1980's, Trident sub
marine construction could be accelerated to 
a rate of --- per year, 1f required. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not need 2 
minutes. All I wanted was to say, in sup
port of the Senator's position, that I 
have not been approached by any repre
sentative of the Soviet Government em
bassy or anywhere else with regard to the 
Trident submarine. As a matter of fact, I 
have not been approached with regard to 
any subject, including the trade bill, in 
the last several months. The only time 

that was mentioned to me was at the 
time of the Brezhnev visit, at a well
publicized meeting between the commit
tee and Mr. Brezhnev. Then, of course, 
that matter was talked about. 

I have not seen, nor have I heard from 
any member of my committee or my staff, 
of any lobbying on the part of the Soviets 
on Trident at any time. I think this in
sinuation is most unfortunate and cre
ates a very bad implication with regard 
to all of us who support the Senator 
from New Hampshire's position. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I tend to agree with 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas. I would like to carry that thought 
beyond this particular issue into the big
ger question of the attitude some people 
take to those of us who work on the 
Armed Services Committee. As I said this 
morning, if we oppose a certain aircraft 
or if we want an alternative to the B-1, 
in case the B-1 does not work, we sud
denly find ourselves with our backs to the 
wall and find ourselves being told we are 
antiaircraft. If I push further, I am un
patriotic and un-American. I will tell you 
one thing-if I find any Soviet agents 
around my office or anywhere near it, I 
will kick them you know where. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But the Senator has 
not found any. 

Mr. McINTYRE. No; but I guess Lhave 
to be on the lookout; as the Senator from 
Washington said, they are around. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They assume any
thing they propose is in the national in
terest. This goes with regard to the deifi
cation of Admiral Rickover. Nobody is 
questioning his ability to build subma
rines, but I object to the assumption that, 
because he knows how to build subma
rines, he also is the last word on our po
litical relationships and diplomatic rela
tionships with the rest of the world-in 
this case, Russia. 

I do not see how his expertise with re
gard to building submarines gives him 
any credencl! on the policy question of 
whether or not we should have a detente 
with Russia, or whether or not we should 
proceed with the arms race at increased 
speed, or whether or not we should aban
don the whole prospect of an effective 
SALT talk. I think that is quite beyond 
his jurisdiction and that he should not 
be persuasive in the Senate as to whether 
we should speed up the arms race. 

Mr. McINTYRE. I think all of us here 
agree that Admiral Rickover has a great 
record, particularly in the nuclear pro
pulsion field. At the Research and Devel
opment Subcommittee, we said to the 
Navy, "All right, you have a Trident pro
gram. You have a request for $1.5 billion 
more. Come over and give your case. 
Bring your team and explain to the sub
committee what you want to do." The 
Navy did not elect to send Admiral Rick
over; they sent their team. It was not my 
fault. If it was anybody's fault that we 
did not have Admiral Rickover, it was 
the Navy's fault. Some of us think they 
are at fault by going too fast and-I hope 
not-getting us in trouble. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is the same 
kind of argument made to this body 
when they advanced the C-5A. I remem
ber the distingui~h ~d Pf'nator from Ari
zona saying .. _.,. - _. "'.11e it was; 

it was one of the greatest. Now we see 
what happened to the C-5A. 

This is the nautical counterpart of the 
C-5A. It is going to be the biggest and 
best that has ever been built. It arises 
from the urge to build something bigger 
than anyone else. It will end up as a 
monument to Admiral Rickover and to 
our impatience to build something bigger 
than anybody else has ever built before. 
Whether it will be sound is another ques
tion. The Senator's argument that we 
should build it in an orderly way is sound, 
and I think is quite justified by experi
ence with the C-5A. In those days, Lock
heed was considered to be the outstand
ing company in the field, and look what 
happened. That is the exact counterpart 
of this proposal, which is for a sub
marine twice as large as anything any
body has ever built. 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, in con
clusion, I want to reitera.te that we should 
all understand that the Research and 
Development Subcommittee of the 
Armed Services Committee wants an on
going new submarine program. So we are 
in agreement on that. I agree with my 
friend, the Senator from South Carolina 
on that. But the disagreement comes on 
how fast the pace and how fast the rate. 
This is where our experience has proven 
that when you go too fast you get into 
real troubles with cost overruns and the 
taxpayers have to pick up the tab. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 5 minutes left. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I will be 
very brief. We have ranged pretty well 
over all of the arguments on the Trident. 
I think that we have ranged over some 
arguments that should not have been a 
part of the debate. The simple issue is 
not whether Soviet agents have been 
lobbying or the personalities of Admiral 
Zumwalt or Admiral Rickover or the 
arguments of those lobbying for the 
Navy establishment. 

The real question is on the merits of 
accelerating the Trident to an opera
tional capacity in 1978 or 1980. And that 
is the only basis on which the issue 
should be decided. 

There are good arguments on both 
sides. I think that we should not get 
buried in irrelevancies or trivia and that 
we should not lose sight of the central 
issue simply because we do not like what 
someone said or the way in which they 
said it or the fact that someone has 
lobbied. 

The fact is that it is in the best inter
ests of the United States to advance its 
technology as quickly as possible and at 
as low a cost as possible. And that is 
what the case seems to be with the 
Trident. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I be
lieve we must move full speed ahead with 
the deployment of the Trident weapons 
system. Failure to do so will have disas
trous effects on the national security 
position of the United States. Standing 
still now will guarantee American mlll
tary inferiority in the years ahead. 
Standing still now will make negligible 
any chance for realistic arms reduction 
agreements to replace the ill-conceived 
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concepts which underlay the SALT I 
agreement on offensive weaponry. 

Mr. President, just 1 year ago, this 
Chamber was engaged in debating the 
wisdom of that SALT I agreement. At 
that time, I spoke out as strongly as I 
could against the agreement. I was one 
of two Senators who voted against con
firming it. Today, 12 months later, I 
think that events have justified my vote. 

The net effect of the SALT accord was 
to give the Soviets 5 years to build and 
to dare them to make the most of that 
time. The intervening months have dem
onstrated the Soviet intention to do just 
that. While we palaver, debate, and 
forgo, the Soviets research, build, and 
deploy. They triple our research efforts. 
They outbuild us in the shipyards. They 
leap forward in missiles. Their intent is 
clear-it 1s written in every ruble they 
spend and action they take-the Soviets 
are going for No. 1. And the way things 
are going, they may very well end up 
being No. 1. They are not far from it 
now, and given the terms of the SALT 
a: Agreement on Offensive Weaponry, 
the initiative 1s all theirs. 

Let us review for just a minute what 
the SALT I Agreement actually did: 

U.S. U.S.S.R. 
ICBM's ------------------ 1, 054 1, 618 
Ballistic missile submarines 44 62 
SLBM launch tubes_______ 710 950 
Heavy ICBM's------------- 0 313 

In other words, we, first, froze our 
ICBM's at the same level it had been at 
for half a decade; 

Second. Relegated ourselves to utter 
inferiority beneath the seas; 

Third. Pledged not even to get into the 
area of the heavy ICBM's, while giving 
the Soviets the green light to deploy 313 
of these monster-sized killers; and 

Fourth. Accorded the Soviets a 400-
percent advantage in the total destruc
tive weight their missiles can carry. 

So anxious were our negotiators for 
an agreement-any agreement-that we 
abandoned prudence and caution. I re
call the late James F. Byrnes talking 
about negotiating strategy many years 
ago, and he said at the time that there 
1s too much of a propensity on the part 
of free world negotiators to get an agree
ment signed. 

Regardless of terms, said Byrnes, our 
negotiators too often have the feeling 
that when you agree with the Soviets, 
this by itself is a laudable accomplish
ment. Now-after a year of living with 
the SALT I Agreement and watching 
the Soviets spurt ahead on all fronts, we 
ought to be a little more wary, a little 
more cautious. And for those who are 
slow to learn how easy it is to be taken 
in by the Soviets, ask any American 
housewife how our side came out on the 
Soviet wheat deal. 

At the time of the debate last year, 
we were told not to worry, that because 
of our advantages in MIRV technology, 
we would not fall behind in number of 
warheads during the life of that agree
ment. The Soviets were so far behind us, 
the official line went, that there was 
nothing to worry about. That was last 
year. Now we know that they have tested 
a highly sophisticated MIRV of their 
own, and they will be installing these on 

their missiles far in advance of what 
our "experts" thought possible. 

Soviet researchers and builders have 
confounded our estimates before. We 
were wrong in thinking the Soviets could 
not build an atomic bomb so quickly as 
they did. We were wrong on their hydro
gen bomb. We were wrong on Sputnik. 
We were wrong on their ICBM. We were 
wrong on their nuclear submarine. We 
were wrong on the ABM. And now we 
have erred again, this time on the 
MIRV-the one area wherein we thought 
we would have a reasonably long-term 
advantage. 

Since SALT I, the Soviets developed 
the MIRV capability. 

Since SALT I, four new land-based 
Soviet ICBM's have appeared, and there 
1s the strong possibility that one of them 
is the precursor of a mobile ICBM. 

And since SALT I, Mr. President, the 
Soviets have built a sea-launched ICBM 
tested at a range of 4,200 nautical miles. 

This last point should be enough for 
us to stand up and be counted in favor 
of Trident without another minute's 
debate. 

It means that the Soviets already have 
Trident. In fact they have at least four 
Tridents, which they call their Delta 
class submarine. They are 1n the water 
right now. 

And right now we are debating 
whether or not it might be a good idea 
to have a Trident capability by 1978, 
because that is when the first Trident 
would become operational. 

The need for Trident is clear. Our 
present generation of nuclear sub
marines has served us well, and they will 
continue to perform a vital mission in 
the years ahead. But they cannot last 
forever, and we must take advantage of 
the many engineering and technical 
breakthroughs which have occured since 
the Polaris was launched 1n 1958. 

There can be no doubt that our 
present strategic submarines have per
formed splendidly--even beyond our ex
pectations. But now, some of these ships 
are beginning to show their age. Main
tenance efforts both in materials and 
man-hours expended are increasing at 
a rate that cannot be overlooked. 
Although many improvements have been 
made, limited only by weight and space, 
these ships stlll retain the basic char
acteristics of the era when they were 
designed-the 1950's. The George Wash
ington, our first SSBN, was literally con
structed by cutting a smaller attack sub
marine in half to allow insertion of a 
missile compartment. 

As of today, these older ships retain 
the nondetectabllity they have enjoyed 
since they were originally sent to sea. 
But there is no doubt that the Soviets 
are making every effort in antisub
marine warfare. They are working 
around the clock to neutralize our stra
tegic submarine capability. Develop-
ment of such systems as the MOSKVA 
helicopter-equipped ships, submarine 
and surface sonars, and marked advan
ces in the Soviet air arm are all indica
tive of an all-out Soviet effort to develop 
their anti-submarine warfare potential. 
They are making research and develop
ment efforts in both basic ASW and 

supporting oceanographic studies that 
pose a definite threat to our Polaris/ 
Poseidon :fleet. 

The Trident is a much more difficult 
ship to detect. It is quieter, faster, and 
better equipped. It has markedly im
proved sonar equipment and many other 
features which will improve its surviv
ability. And with its 4,000-mile range 
missile, we will be gaining almost three 
times as much ocean to hide our sub
marines in. That additional range of op
eration compounds by many times the 
difficulty an adversary will have in de
tecting the whereabouts of our vessels, 
and then in trying to neutralize the 
threat. 

Because of its wider range and en
hanced ease of maintenance and opera
tion, the Trident submarine will spend a 
greater percentage of its time on pa
trol-the patrols will be of longer dura
tion-and there will be shorter intervals 
between patrols. All of this adds up to 
making the Trident as much as 2.7 times 
as cost-effective as the current genera
tion of Polaris/Poseidon submarines. 

Mr. President, we ought to be deploy
ing replacements for Polaris no later 
than 1978. The Polaris was designed in 
the 1950's for a 20 year life span, and 
the George Washington was at sea by 
1958. To delay untll 1980 and beyond, as 
some have suggested, is to play fast and 
loose with America's security. If there is 
one area wherein we must keep abreast 
of new technology and the most up-to
date engineering advances, it is in this 
critical sector of missile-launching sub
marines. This is not the usual sort of 
budgetary thing. I think 100 Senators 
would agree that this is our first line of 
defense. We can argue over carriers, the 
best kind of rifles, helicopters, what kind 
of Army best fits our needs, and on and 
on down the line. But the missile-launch
ing submarine is the backbone of our 
military posture as we enter the crucial 
last quarter of the 20th century. It is 
the one system which we can hopefully 
keep invulnerable over these treacherous 
years. And I am for invulnerability no 
matter what the budgetary cost. If the 
Soviets make progress on antisubmarine 
warfare comparable to what they have 
done on MIRV and every other area I 
outlined earlier, our aging Polaris subs 
could become sitting ducks to the Soviet 
armada. That is the kind of gamble 
that I, for one, am unwilling to take. 
There is just no reasonable alternative 
to deploying the Trident submarine by 
1978. 

Mr. President, we are having to play 
catchup football. Due to a bad SALT 
Agreement-and because of the Soviets' 
all-out thrust in weapons development-
we must do everything possible to insure 
that we are not caught in a potentially 
fatal hiatus before the Trident is at sea. 
That is why I believe we should also fit 
the Trident I missile onto our Polaris 
submarines as soon as possible. This 
would give the Polaris added clout, wider 
range of operation, and therefore a 
greater degree of invulnerability during 
those crucial years when the Trident sub
marines are being launched one by one. 

Fitting the Trident missile onto the 
Polaris would make it crystal clear to 
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·the masters of the Kremlin that America 
is determined to do what is necessary to 
maintain its security. And it would mean 
that in 1977-when the SALT I Agree
ment expires-we would be better able 
to count on invulnerability for our stra
tegic submarine force. That would put 
us in the position of being able to bargain 
toughly with the Soviets on future arms 
limitation agreements. That is the only 
way we will ever have a meaningful 
agreement. That is the only way we can 
avoid another SALT I debacle. 

Mr. President, no one is more anxious 
for genuine arms reduction and for au
thentic detente than I am. Far better to 
cultivate the art of peace than to sow 
the seeds of discord and war. But we 
must look at the world as it is, and the 
world I see around us is not one which 
suffers those who risk needlessly. 

Let us be frank. We do not know what 
the military intentions of the Soviet 
leaders are. It is certainly not beyond the 
realm of possibility that they are hell
bent on achieving a first-strike capabil
ity against the United States. Perhaps 
they hope to build so awesome and over
powering a military machine that they 
can have their way in the world simply 
by bluster, intimidation, and default. 
Whatever their motivation, we are cer
tainly in an environment which demands 
that we leave nothing undone in keeping 
our military forces up to date and at 
peak strength and efficiency. If we dem
onstrate our willingness to match the So
viets-if we show them that we are not 
about to forgo all the latest develop
ments, then perhaps one day they will 
appreciate the desirability of meaning
ful arms limitation talks. Talks wherein 
each side gives and both sides gain. 

But for the present, the Soviets under
stand one thing best of all-power. That 
was the case in the days of Josef Stalin, 
and it continues to be the case today. We 
will not bring the days of arms reduc
tion closer by voting to delay Trident. 
Quite the contrary, we will only postpone 
that day when the Soviets realize that 
their aims are not going to be achieved 
through military muscle or intimidation, 
and that their interests are best served 
by moving toward genuine agreements 
with the peace-loving nations of the 
world. 

I think we would do well also, Mr. 
President, to heed the wise counsel of 
those who warn about the inadvisability 
of propping up the Soviet economy at a 
time when the Soviets themselves are re
sponsible for unbalancing it through 
their huge military expenditures. It is 
their own military spending which is sap
ping the other sectors of the Soviet econ
omy. Why we should pull their chest
nuts out of the fire-at the same time 
they are striving for the ability at least 
to intimidate, and possibly to destroy, 
us-ls far beyond my power to under
stand. 

Let us go forward with Trident. Let us 
do so without delay and without doubt. 
Certainly it is not an expense we are de
lighted to make. We all know the sacri
fices that this expensive project will en
tail. I have looked for ways to cut the cost 
of the program, and I proposed an $840 

million saving which would have utilized 
existing basing f acillties on the east 
coast rather than building new ones. Now 
the decision has been made to deploy 
initially on the west coast. But when the 
time comes to base some of the Tridents 
on the east coast, I will again propose 
the utilization of existing bases. This 
would represent a sensible economy. But 
delaying the program for 2 or more years 
would be a blunder of possibly fatal pro
portions. 

And so we must bear the burden. We 
are confronted with a threat and we 
must live with that threat. The great Cal
houn said on the Senate floor: 

Those who would enjoy the blessings of lib
erty must undergo the hardships of sustain
ing it. 

Throughout our history Americans 
have lived up to Calhoun's injunction. 
It has seen us through 200 years of in
dependence and freedom. Now is not the 
time to cut and run from that principle. 
We will better serve the cause of peace
real peace-by holding firm. And we will 
best demonstrate our intent to hold 
firm by going ahead with the accelerated 
Trident program. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment on the Trident program be
cause in my view here is an area where a 
substantial reduction in fiscal year 1974 
procurement authorization can be made. 

I am not opposed t-0 the Trident pro
gram. I think it is an essential weapon 
system which our country needs. I am 
only opposed to its acceleration and see 
no need to huniedly program for 1978 
when a mor e orderly production by 1980 
makes more sense. 

Specifically, I favor authorizing $642 
million for the Trident program for fiscal 
year 1974 and feel that the DOD request 
for $1.5 billion-$1,527.4-is not neces
sary at this time. The recent history of 
the Trident submarine program deserves 
some review. 

As late as September 1971, the Defense 
Department had an orderly businesslike 
program for modernization of the Navy's 
underwater missile submarine fleet. As 
needed, the Trident I missile, formerly 
called extended-range Poseidon or 
EXPO, was to be developed and fitted 
into Poseidon submarines. 

Because of its greater range as com
pared to the Poseidon, it was estimated 
that the Trident would provide a signifi
cant increase in the ocean area within 
which U.S. submarines could operate 
while on station. The unprecedentedly 
expensive Trident submarine-each cost
ing a half billion dollars more than the 
latest nuclear ca1Tier-and the planned 
Trident II missile were to be delayed un
til the early 1980's. 

Without commitment, they were to be 
considered as a later replacement for the 
Polaris/Poseidon fleet. 

Last year, however, for reasons we have 
never been able to fully understand, a 
sensible orderly Trident program was al
tered to combine procurement with de
velopment, apparently in order that this 
submarine could be operable 1n 1978 
rather than 2 or 3 years later. 

From the standpoint of good practice, 
consider the fact that nnder this ac-

celerated program, all 10 Trident subma
rines will be funded and under construc
tion before the first one is completed. 

This extraordinary shift in production 
planning is exactly opposite to the "fly 
before buy" program concept this admin
istration only recently emphasized. 

Nevertheless an effort is now being 
made by the Defense Department to jus
tify an accelerated Trident program on 
various grounds, including that Tridents 
would eventually replace the aging 
Polaris/ Poseidon submarines; it would 
provide an increased submarine oper
ating area as a hedge against possible 
Soviet breakthroughs in antisubmarine 
warfare; and would support future SALT 
negotiations. 

Taking up these assertions in order, the 
Defense Department itself, as well as 
other witnesses before the Armed Serv
ices Committee, have established that the 
Polaris/Poseidon submarines, with a de
sign life of 20 years, may be suitable for 
operation up to 25 years. Since the oldest 
submarine will not reach even 20 years 
of age before 1979, there is no justifica
tion whatever to accelerate this program 
because of aging. 

Because the Trident I missile can have 
a range of 4,500 miles by backfitting it 
into Polaris/ Poseidon submarines, these 
Polaris/ Poseidon submarines, with the 
missile in question, could also be based in 
the United States. 

Backfitting the Trident missile into 
Polaris/ Poseidon submarines would pro
vide an increase in ocean operating area 
because the long-range Trident I missiles 
are what increase the operating area, not 
the unprecedentedly expensive new sub
marines. Furthermore, the patrol area 
would increase sufficiently with Trident I 
missiles to pose immediate additional 
problems for any ASW sensor that can 
now be conceived. 

The previous program would constitute 
practical and imposing evidence to the 
Soviets that the United States was de
veloping an orderly replacement for the 
Pola1is/ Poseidon fleet. We do not add to 
our "bargaining chips'' by pursuing a 
hurried and premature schedule which 
ultimately could well bring damage to 
the entire submarine replacement pro
gram. 

Purely technical considerations, such 
as objections to putting all our nuclear 
eggs in a relatively very few underwater 
baskets, would dictate the production of 
submarines designed more on the order of 
the latest Soviet submarines. The latter 
have 12 launchers, as against 16 for the 
Poseidon and 24 for the Trident. 

For national security, which do we 
want : a few large submarines, each with 
many launchers, or more smaller sub
marines, each with fewer launchers? 

A thorough study of this proposed ac
celeration was undertaken last year by 
the Research and Development Subcom
mittee of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

For the reasons given, the facts un
covered by their investigation supported 
the logic of an orderly program similar 
to the September 1971 Defense Depart
ment position. 

This year, the Research and Develop-
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ment Subcommittee of Armed Services 
recommended by a unanimous vote, going 
back to a program similar to the Septem
ber 1971, DOD Trident schedule, at a sav
ing this year of $885.4 million. A savings 
of this magnitude could have a significant 
impact upon our economy and accord
ingly I most urgently endorse it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on the Mcintyre-Dominick 
amendment. 

COMMENDATION OF THE SENATE TO 
THE SKYLAB II CREW FOR THEIR 
SUCCESSFUL MISSION-SENATE 
RESOLUTION 175 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I send to the 
desk a resolution on behalf of the Sena
tor from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) and 
myself and ask unanimous consent for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res
olution will be stated by title. 

The title was stated, as follows: 
To provide the commendation of t he Sen 

ate to the Skylab III crew, for their successful 
mission, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the name of the Sen
ator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR
MOND) be added as a cosponsor of the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) and I are 
submitting to the Senate a sense-of-the
Senate resolution offering our commen
dation to the crew of Skylab II on the 
successful completion of the longest voy
age in history. 

The strong bipartisan support of the 
Congress of the space program for the 
last 15 years is manifest in the success of 
this, our latest national space achieve
ment. 

Missions of great significance for the 
future will stem from this great effort. 

The high potential value of the experi
ments conducted by these brave men will 
long be remembered. 

The Congress and the American peo
ple are grateful for the effort being made 
in space toward a better tomorrow. 

This is a most significant mission. I 
think that the Senate should go on record 
as commending the crew of Skylab II. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to yield to 
the Senator from Arizona, the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
wish to compliment the ·mstinguished 
chairman of the Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences Committee for his statement. 
I agree entirely. 

Yesterday at 6:20' p.m., eastern day
light time, Skylab II ended its historic 
and recordmaking voyage with a splash
down in the Pacific. 

The gallant crew, Capt. Alan L. Bean 
of the NavY, Maj. Jack R. Lousma of the 
Marines, and Dr. Owen K. Garriott, a 
civilian scientist, established a new rec-

ord for the longest voyage in recorded 
history. Moreover, they more than dou
bled man's previous stay in space. 

They proved beyond a shadow of a 
doubt that man can perform useful work 
over extended periods of time above the 
Earth's atmosphere. 

I believe that the crew of Skylab II, 
the support teams, and all those involved 
both in Government and industry de
serve the heartfelt thanks of a grateful 
Nation. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I move the 
adoption of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 175) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
Whereas the crew of Skylab III completed 

on September 25, 1973, the longest voyage in 
recorded history; and 

Whereas their 59-day flight was more than 
twice the length of any previous manned 
space fl ight mission; and 

Whereas this flight demonstrated man's 
abilit y to execute invaluable scientific and 
technical missions over extended periods in 
space : Now, therefore, be it 

R esolved, That it is the sense of the Sen
a t e t h at t h e mission of the Skylab III ast ro
n auts, Captain Alan L. Bea n (U.S . Navy) 
Commander, Major Jack R . Lousma (U.S. 
Marine Corps.), pilot and Dr. Owen K. Gar
riot t, and their support teams on the ground, 
ending successfully man's longest stay in 
space, deserve the heartfelt thanks of all 
mankind. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator from Utah for presenting the reso
lution. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE APPRO
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 1974 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 7645. 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
AIKEN) is familiar with the conference 
report on the State Department authori
zation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
7645) to authorize appropriations for 
the Department of State, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
move that the Seante concur in the 
amendment of the House to the Senate 
amendment with an amendment, which 
I send to the desk. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in

serted by the House engrossed amendment 
insert the following: 

That this Act may be cited as the "De-
partment of State Appropriations Authoriza
tion Act of 1973". 

AUTHOru:zATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 2. (a) There are authorized to be 
appropriated for the Department of State 
for the fiscal yea.r 1974, to carry out the 
authorities, functions, duties, a.nd respon
sibilities in the conduct of foreign affairs 

of the United States, including trade negotia
tions, and other purposes authorized by law, 
the following amounts: 

(1) for the "Administration of Foreign 
Affairs", $282,565,000; 

(2) for "International Organizations and 
Conferences, $21,279,000; 

(3) for "International Commissions", 
$15,568,000; 

( 4) for "Educational Exchange", $59,800,-
000; and 

(5) for "Migration and Refuge Assistance", 
$8,800,000. 

(b) In addition to amounts authorized 
by subsection (a) of this section, there are 
authorized to be appropriated for the De
partment of State for the fiscal year 1974 
the following additional or supplemental 
amounts: 

( 1) not to exceed $9,328,000 for increases 
in salary, pay, retirement, or other employee 
benefits authorized by law; 

(2) not to exceed $12,307,000 for additional 
overseas costs resulting from the devaluat ion 
o! the dollar; and 

(3) not to exceed $1 ,165,000 for the estab
lishment of a liaison office in the People's Re
public of China. 

(c) In addition to amount s otherwise au
thorized, there are authorized to be appro
priated to the Department of State $40,-
000,000 for protect ion of personnel and facil
ities from threats or acts of terrorism. 

(d) In addition to amounts otherwise au
thoriz.ed, there are authorized to be appro
priated to the Secretary of State for the 
fiscal year 1974 not to exceed $36,500,000 to 
carry out the provisions of section 101 (b) of 
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 
1972, relating to Russian refugee assistance. 

(e) In addition to amounts otherwise au
thorized, there a.re authorized to be appro
priated to the Department of State for the 
fiscal year 1974 not to exceed $4,500,000 for 
payment by the United States of its share 
of the expenses of the International Com
mission of Control and Supervision as pro
vided in article 14 of the Protocol to the 
Agreement on Ending the War and Restoring 
Peace in Vietnam Concerning the Interna
tional Commission of Control and Super
vision, dated January 27, 1973. 

(f) Appropriations made under subsec
tions (a), (b), and (c) of this section are 
authorized to remain available until ex
pended. 

INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION 

SEC. 3. The first section of the Act en
titled "An Act to authorize participation by 
the United States in the Interparliamentary 
Union", approved June 28, 1935 (22 U.S .C. 
276) , is amended-

(!) by striking out "$102,000" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "$120,000" ; and 

(2) by striking out "$57,000" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "$75,000". 

STUDY COMMISSION RELATING TO FOREIGN 

POLICY 

SEC. 4. Seotion 603(b) of the Foreign Re
lations Authorization Act of 1972 (22 U.S.C. 
2823 (b) ) , relating to the reporting date for 
the Commission on the Organization of the 
Government for the Conduct of Foreign 
Policy, is a.mended by striking out "June 30, 
1974" and inserting in lieu thereof "June 30, 
1975". 

USE OF FOREIGN CURRENCY 

SEC. 5. Subsection (b) of section 502 of the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954 (22 U.S.C. 1754) 
ts amended-

(!) by striking out "$50" 1n the first sen
tence of such subsection and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$76"; 

(2) by inserting 1mm.edia.tely before "ap
propriate committees" the following: .. Mem• 
bers and employees of"; and 

(3) by strik.1ng out the colon and all that 
follows thereafte-r in such subsection and In
serting in lieu thereof a period and the fol• 
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lowing: "Within the first ninety calendar 
days that Congress ls 1n session 1n each cal
endar year, the Department of State shall 
submit to the chairman of ea.ch such com
mittee a report showing the a.mounts and 
dollar equivalent values of each such for
eign currency expended during the preceding 
year by each Member and employee with 
respect to travel outside the United States. 
Such reports of that committee shall be 
available for public inspection in the offices 
of such committee." 

AMBASSADORS AND MINISTERS 
SEC. 6. From and after the date of enact

ment of this Act, each person appointed by 
the President as ambassador or minister shall, 
a.t the time of his nomination, file with the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen
ate and the Speaker of the House of Repre
sen ta.tives a report of contributions ma.de 
by such person and by members of his im
mediate family during the period beginning 
on the first day of the fourth calendar year 
preceding the calendar year of his nomina
tion and ending on the date of his nomina
tion, which report shall be verified by the 
oath or affirmation of such person, taken 
before any officer authorized to administer 
oaths. As used in this section, the term "con
tribution" has the same meaning given such 
term by section 301(e) of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971, and the term 
"immediate family" means a person's spouse, 
and any child, parent, grandparent, brother, 
or sister of such person and the spouses of 
any of them. 
INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMIS

SION, UNITED STATES AND MEXICO 
SEC. 7. (a) Section 2(2) of the Act of Sep

tember 19, 1966 (80 Stat. 808; 22 U.S.C. 277d-
31), is amended by striking out "$20,000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$25,000". 

(b) Section 3 of the Act of August 10, 1964 
(78 Stat. 386; 22 U.S.C. 277d-28), is amended 
by striking out "$20,000" and Inserting in 
lieu thereof "$30,000". 

( c) The last paragraph of the Act of Sep
tember 18, 1964 (78 Stat. 956; 22 U.S.C. 277d-
29), is amended by striking out "$23,000" 
and inserting In lieu thereof "$50,000". 

EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAW 92-14 

SEC. 8. Section 2 of the Act entitled "An 
Act to authorize the United States Postal 
Service to receive the fee of $2 for execution 
of an application for a passport", approved 
May 14, 1971 (85 Stat. 38; Public Law 92-14), 
ls a.mended by striking out "June 30, 1973" 
and Inserting in lieu thereof "June 30, 1974". 
BUREAU OF OCEANS AND INTERNATIONAL ENVI-

RONMENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC AFFAmS 
SEc. 9. There is established within the De

partment of State a Bureau of Oceans and 
International Environmental and Scientific 
Affairs. In addition to the positions provided 
under the first section of the Act of May 26, 
1949, as a.mended (22 U.S.C. 2652), there shall 
be an Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans 
and International Environmental and Scien
tific Affairs, appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate, who shall be head of the Bureau and 
who shall have responslbllity for matters re
lating to oceans, environmental, scientific, 
fisheries, wildlife, and conservation affairs. 

CERTAIN FOREIGN MILITARY BASE AGREEMENTS 
SEC. 10. The Act entitled "An Act to pro

vide certain basic authority for the Depart
ment of State", approved August 1, 1956, as 
a.mended, is further a.mended by adding a.t 
the end thereof the following new section: 

"SEC. 16. No funds may be obligated or 
expended to carry out any agreement entered 
Into, on or after the date of enactment of 
this Act, between the United States Govern
ment a.nd the government of any foreign 
country (1) providing for the establishment 
of a military Installation in that country at 
which unit.a of the Armed Forces of the 

United States are to be assigned to duty, or 
(2) revising or extending the provisions of 
any such agreement, if-

" (A) the Department of State or any of 
its officers or employees participates In the 
negotiations with respect to such agreement; 

"(B) funds made available to the Depart
ment a.re obligated with respect to such ne
gotiations; or 

"(C) funds made available to the Depart
ment are to be obligated with respect to such 
agreement; 
unless such agreement is approved by con
current resolution of the Congress or is sub
mitted to the Senate for its arivice and con
sent and the Senate gives Its advice and 
consent to such agreement." 

FOREIGN SERVICE PROMOTIONS 
SEC. 11. Section 623 of the Foreign Service 

Act of 1946 (22 U.S.C. 996) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROMOTIONS 
"SEC. 623. (a) The Secretary shall establish 

with the advice of the Board of the Foreign 
Service, selection boards to evaluate the per
formance of Foreign Service officers; and 
upon the basis of their findings, which, ex
cept for career ambassadors and career min
isters, shall be submitted to the Secretary in 
rank order by class or in rank order by spe
cialization within a class, the Secretary shall 
make recommendations In accordance with 
the findings to the President for the promo
tion of Foreign Service officers. No person as
signed to serve on any such board shall serve 
in such capacity for any two consecutive 
years. In special circumstances, however, 
which shall be set forth by regulations, the 
Secretary shall have the authority to remove 
individual names from the rank order list 
submitted by the selection boards or to delay 
the inclusion of Individual names until a 
subsequent list of nominations ls transmit
ted to the President. 

"(b) The Secretary may, pursuant to a 
recommendation of a duly constituted griev
ance boa.rd or panel or an equal employment 
opportunity appeals examiner-

" ( 1) recommend to the President the pro
motion of a. Foreign Service officer; 

"(2) promote Foreign Service Staff person
nel and Foreign Service Reserve officers with 
limited or unlimited tenure; and 

"(3) grant to Foreign Service personnel 
additional step increases in salary, within 
the salary range established for the class 1n 
which an officer or employee is serving. 

"(c) The Secretary may, 1n specia.f circum
stances which shall be set forth 1n regula
tions, make retroactive promotions and addi
tional increases in salary within class made 
or granted under the authority of this 
section.". 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR DETAILED STATE 
DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

SEC. 12. (a) An Executive agency to which 
any officer or employee of the Department 
of State is detailed, assigned, or otherwise 
made available, shall reimburse the Depart
ment for the salary and allowances of each 
such officer or employee for the period the 
officer or employee is so detailed, assigned, or 
otherwise made available. However, if the 
Department of State has an agreement with 
an Executive agency or agencies providing for 
the detailing, assigning, or otherwise ma.k
ing available, of substantially the same num
bers of officers and employees between the 
Department and the Executive agency or 
agencies, and such numbers with respect to 
a fiscal year are so detailed, assigned, or 
otherwise made available, or if the period for 
which the officer or employee is so detailed, 
assigned, or otherwise made available does 
not exceed ninety days, no reimbursement 
shall be required to be made under thts 
section. 

(b) For purposes of this section, "Executive 
agency" has the same meaning given that 

term by section 105 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
SEC. 13. (a) After the expiration of any 

thirty-five-day period which begins on the 
date the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate or the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives has 
delivered to the office of the Secretary of 
State a written request that it be furnished 
any document, paper, communication, audit, 
review, finding, recommendation, report or 
other material 1n its custody or control re
lating to the Department of State, none of 
the funds made available to such department 
shall be obligated unless and until there 
has been furnished to the committee ma.king 
the request the document, pa.per, communi
cation, audit, review, finding, recommenda
tion, report, or other material so requested. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) of 
this section shall not apply to any com
munication that is directed by the Presi
dent to a particular officer or employee of 
such department or to any communication 
that is directed by any such officer or em
ployee to the President. 
OVERSEAS KINDERGARTEN EDUCATION ALLOWANCE 

SEC. 14. Section 5924(4) (A) of title 5, 
United States Code, is a.mended by inserting 
immediately before "elementary" the follow
ing: "kindergarten,''. 
REQUIREMENT FOR CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZA

TION FOR THE INVOLVEMENT OF AMERICAN 
FORCES IN FURTHER HOSTILITIES IN INDO
CHINA, AND FOR EXTENDING ASSISTANCE TO 
NORTH VIETNAM 
SEC. 15. Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, on and after August 15, 1973, no 
funds heretofore or hereafter appropriated 
may be obligated or expended to finance the 
Involvement of United States military forces 
in hostilities in or over or from off the shores 
of North Vietnam, South Vietnam, Laos, 
or Cambodia, unless specifically authorized 
hereafter by the Congress. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, upon enactment 
of this Act, no funds heretofore or hereafter 
appropriated may be obligated or expended 
for the purpose of providing assistance of any 
kind, directly or indirectly, to or on behalf of 
North Vietnam, unless specifically authorized 
hereafter by the Congress. 
LIMITATION ON PUBLICITY AND PROPAGANDA 

PURPOSES 
SEC. 16. No appropriation made available 

under this Act shall be used-
( 1) for publicity or propaganda purposes 

designed to support or defeat legislation 
pending before Congress; or 

(2) to influence in any way the outcome 
of a political election. 
HOUSING SUPPLEMENT FOR CERTAIN EMPLOYEES 

ASSIGNED TO THE UNITED STATES MISSION TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS 
SEC. 17. The United Nations Participation 

Act of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287) is amended by 
adding the following new section at the end 
thereof: 

"SEC. 9. The President may, under such 
regulations as he shall prescribe, and not
withstanding section 3648 of the Revised 
Statutes (31 U.S.C. 529) and section 5536 
of title 5, United States Code-

" ( 1) grant any employee of the staff of 
the United States Mission to the United Na
tions designated by the Secretary of State 
who is required because of important repre
sentational responsibllities to live ln the 
extraordinarily high-rent area immediately 
surrounding the headquarters of the United 
Nations 1n New York, New York, an allow
ance to compensate for the portion of ex
penses necessarily incurred by the employee 
for quarters and utllltles which exceed. the 
average of such expenses Incurred by typical, 
permanent residents of the Metropolitan 
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New York, New York, area with comparable 
salary and family size who are not compelled 
by reason of their employment to live in such 
high-rent area.; and 

"(2) provide such allowance as the Presi
dent considers appropriate, to each Delegate 
end Alternate Delegate of the United States 
to any session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations who ls not a permanent 
member of the staff of the United States 
:Mission to the United Nations, in order to 
compensate each such Delegate or Alternate 
Delegate for necessary housing and subsist
ence expenses incurred by him with respect 
to attending any such session. 
Not more than forty-five employees shall be 
receiving an allowance under paragraph ( 1) 
of this section at any one time." . 
MUTUAL RESTRAINT ON MILITARY EXPENDITURE S 

SEC. 18. It is the sense of the Congress \,hat 
the United States and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics should, on an urgent 
basis and in their mutual interests, seek 
agreement on specific mutual reductlo~s in 
their respective expenditures for military 
purposes so that both nations can devote a 
\greater proportion of their available re
sources to the domestic needs of t heir re
spective peoples; and the President of the 
United States is requested to seek such 
agreements for the mutual reduction of 
armament and other military expenditures 
in the course of all discussions and negotia
tions in extending guaranties, credits, or 
other forms of direct or indirect assistance 
to the Soviet Union. 
EXPRESSION OF INDIVIDUAL VIEWS TO CONGRESS 

SEC. 19. Section 502 of the Foreign Rela
tions Authorization Act of 1972 (2 t'" .S .C. 
194a) is amended by striking out "appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, to a position in" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "or employee of". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, by 

way of explanation, this report has re
sulted from an informal conference that 
was had with Members of the House. The 
Senator from Vermont and the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. CASE) were pres
ent. This particular amendment that was 
in issue had been proposed by the Sena
tor from New Jersey, and it has been 
agreed to by him. The eff P-ct will simply 
be to send the report back to conference 
with the House. 

I move that the Senate insist on its 
amendment and request a conference 
with the House of Representatives there
on, and that the Chair appoint the con
ferees on behalf of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. FUL
BRIGHT, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. CASE, and Mr. JA
VITS conferees on the part of the Senate. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Marks, one 
of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
· As in executive session, the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. BmEN) laid before the Sen
ate messages from the President of t~e 
United States submitting sundry nonn-

nations and withdrawing the nomina
tion of William Hinton Fribley, of Kan
sas, to be Federal Cochairman of the 
Ozarks Regional Commission, which 
were referred to the appropriate com
mittees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE RESOLUTION 171-DIS
APPROVING ALTERNATIVE PLAN 
FOR PAY ADJUSTMENTS FOR FED
ERAL EMPLOYEES 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

Senate Resolution 171, a resolution dis
approving of alternative plans for pay 
adjustments for Federal employees, is on 
the calendar. 

Under the law, a request to call up 
this resolution is highly privileged. It is 
not debatable. 

Also under the law, 2 hours are al
lotted for debate on the resolution-not 
more than 2 hours; hence, any Senator 
can, at any time, seek to get recognition 
and call up the resolution, except in a 
situation such as we are in at the moment 
whereby we have certain amendments 
locked in, to be considered in sequence. 

Once we pass the order of sequence 
and the last amendment has been con
sidered, any Senator can call up that 
resolution. 

Therefore, having cleared this with the 
leadership on both sides of the aisle, the 
resolution having been reported from 
the committee unanimously, at the re
quest of the Senator from Wyoming <Mr. 
McGEE) the chairman of the committee, 
and the ranking minority member, the 
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG), I ask 
unanimous consent that on Friday next, 
immediately after the two leaders or 
their designees have been recognized 
under the standing order, which will be 
at 9 a.m. that day, the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Senate Resolution 
171. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT 
PROPRIATION 
ACT, 1974 

OF DEFENSE AP
AUTHORIZATION 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill <H.R. 9286) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1974 for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test, and 
evaluation, for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each Re
serve component of the Armed Forces, 
and the military training student loads, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 527 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume the consideration of amendment 
No. 527 by the Senator from California, 
on which there is 1 hour for debate, the 
time to be equally divided. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
should like, briefly, to summarize the 
amendment and also to praise the lead
ership in this effort. This leadership has 
finally resulted, today, in the first vic
tory in the efforts to cut back on extrav
agant overseas military spending, to re
establish the role of Congress under the 
Constitution, and to participate in the 
decisionmaking process relating to over
seas troops. 

The main arguments in behalf of the 
Mansfield amendment are, first, that the 
total direct and indirect costs of main
taining overseas troops-including back
up, logistics, and so forth-is roughly 
$30 billion a year. The balance of pay
ments deficit attributable to military 
spending overseas is roughly $4.9 billion 
a year, thus eroding the dollar and con
tributing to inflation. Altogether, some 
464,000 land-based U.S. troops are sta
tioned in foreign countries, not count
ing the U.S. fleets and not counting 
troops in U.S. territories and possessions. 
They man 1,963 bases in 34 countries. 

In general, this pattern of massive 
overseas deployment became established 
during the cold war, at a time when our 
allies were poor and relatively defense
less. Vast U.S. military and economic aid 
programs, plus general detente, makes 
deployment on such a massive scale ob
solete. The purpose of overseas deploy
ment was originally to permit allies to 
develop their own economy and defense 
under U.S. protection; deployment was 
never intended to be permanent. 

Although I mentioned the cold war, I 
do not believe we should make our deci
sions solely on the assumption that de
tente is here to stay. I hope it is, but we 
should also make plans in the event that 
it is not. 

It is the belief of those who have pro
posed and supported this amendment 
that even if detente is not here to stay, 
the implementation of this amendment 
would nonetheless permit us to be fully 
prepared to defend ourselves under the 
worst possible circumstances. We would 
actually be stronger, not weaker, be
cause we would eliminate waste and ex
travagance, and strengthen our economy 
in the process. 

Second the Defense Department di
rectly or indirectly employs some 167 ,000 
foreign nationals to ::mpport these over
seas forces. Meanwhile the Pentagon 
continues to fire American citizens em
ployed at bases that are closed at home, 
instead of closing bases overseas. 

Third, cuts could be made in support 
forces rather than primarily in combat 
strength. The U.S. "tooth-to-tail" ratio 
is heavily imbalanced. If necessary, our 
allies could fulfill more support func
tions. 

Fourth bases often cause political 
frictions ~nd anti-American sentiment in 
the host countries. The presence of. U.S. 
troops favors military rather than diplo
matic options whenever hostilities break 
out near our troops overseas. 

Fifth, there is no threat in Asia that 
justifies maintaining, for example, 60,000 
troops in Japan and Okinawa; 40,000 in 
Thailand· 40,000 in Korea; 15,000 in the 
Philippm'es; and 6,000 in Taiwan. 
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In those examples I am referring to 

troops outside of NATO. I recognize 
there are many Senators and others who 
are particularly concerned about the ef
fect of this amendment on NATO. The 
fact is that it would have absolutely 
minimal effect on NATO. There would 
be no significant withdrawal in the next 
year or two. Furthermore, the geographic 
allocation of the withdrawals is left to 
the Department of Defense under the 
terms of the amendment. 

Sixth, the greater transport and 
mobile force capacity of U.S. forces per
mits rapid response to crisis. Forwa.rd
based deployment is unnecessary in 
many cases. 

Seventh, the amendment is fully con
sistent with the manpower cut author
ized by the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee. But the amendment does not call 
for the automatic deactivation of all 
returning troops. Because of projected 
shortfalls in recruitment for the volun
teer services, the question of deactiva
tion is likely to take care of itself. 

Eighth, President Nixon is correct in 
charging that Congress is presently run
ning $6 billion above his $268.7 billion 
budget ceiling. Cuts are needed in the 
defense budget to protect funding for vi
tal domestic programs neglected through 
the Vietnam years, as well as for sound 
programs in the defense budget. 

Let one add some long-range points in 
favor of the Mansfield amendment. I 
have already mentioned the cold war. 
It is often said that the relaxation of 
cold war· tensions justifies an overseas 
pullback. But this is much too general a 
statement. After all, countries like the 
Soviet Union and the People's Republic 
of China are powerful in their different 
ways, with interests divergir,g sharply 
from our own. An outright attack from 
either of them on us or on our allies is 
always possible. But as the record of the 
last 20 years shows, violence is more 
likely to break out in local theaters-the 
Middle East, Southeast Asia, the Indian 
subcontinent, or the Congo-than on a 
global scale among the big powers. 

Unfortunately, we still live in a vio
lent world, and both our foreign policy 
and our defense policy must take that 
reality into account. We must be pre
pared to def end ourselves and to meet 
our treaty commitments. 

But although international violence is 
old, there is much that is new. 

A very important change that has 
taken place in the last quarter of a cen
tury is economic. It has been U.S. policy 
to help promote the economic develop
ment of our allies, and here we can 
register an outstanding success. 

When postwar U.S. troops were ini
tially committed to Europe on a large 
scale, in 1951, the combined GNP for 
European NATO members was $46.9 bil
lion. Now it is $831.9 billion. 

In 1950, Japan's GNP was only $11 bil
lion. Now ~t is the third largest in the 
world-$856 billion. 

The United States helped to promote 
this kind of phenomenal growth through 
a generous economic aid program. For 
the developed countries, U.S. economic 
programs from 1946 to 1972 totalled $28,-
411, 700,000. For J.ess developed countries 

for the same period, these programs 
amounted to $80,103,000,000. 

At the same time, the United States 
carried out a worldwide effort to build up 
the military capabilities of non-Com
munist countries. Military programs to 
Europe from 1946 to 1972 came to 
$14,393,600,000, and for the less devel
oped countries the figure was $40,963,-
000,000. 

And, particularly in recent years, the 
traffic in conventional arms has grown 
to spectacular levels. In fiscal year 1973, 
U.S. arms sales on a government-to-gov
ernment basis reached nearly $4 billion. 
That figure is roughly double the figure 
for fiscal year 1971-$2.07 billion
and guadruple the figure for fiscal year 
1970-$914 million. 

All of these aid programs and sales 
have led to a world of large armies and 
highly sophisticated arsenals. We should 
realize that our allies are far, far more 
capable of defending themselves now 
than they were at the close of World War 
II. 

Take South Korea, for example. 
South Korea's Army numbers 600,000 

men, as compared with North Korea's 
360,000. Eight South Korean divisions 
and a Marine brigade, many of whose 
soldiers have Vietnam combat experi
ence, are stationed at the DMZ. The 
prestigious Institute for Strategic Stud
ies in London has concluded that the 
South Korean Army is amply prepared 
to defeat any invasion from the north. 

Yet the United States maintains 40,000 
troops in South Korea at an annual cost 
of $584 million. We have an entire divi
sion at the DMZ. Our soldiers man 32 
major military installations. 

Nor is this all, in fiscal year 1973 the 
military assistance advisory group as
signed to South Korea numbered no less 
than 406. Military grant aid in the same 
year totaled $134 million, not counting 
loans, military sales, ship loans, and 
transfers of excess property. And under a 
recent agreement, the United States will 
further modernize South Korea's armed 
forces to the tune of $1.5 billion over 5 
years, including supplying the sophisti
cated F-5E fighter. 

There is much evidence that our man
power efficiency in South Korea is not 
what it should be. Our contingent there 
includes 18 generals and admirals. No less 
than 1,113 men staff the Eighth Army 
Headquarters, including 12 generals. 

Whereas normally a field army head
quarters controls four divisions, this one 
controls only one. And among that divi
sion, numbering 13,000 men, only 7,000 
are in combat-related duties. As an en
listed man told the Washington Post: 

There a.re too many men and too little to 
do. 

Out of the 13,000 in the Army's 2d 
Infantry Division, there were 11,600 
cases of venereal disease reported last 
year. 

As former Secretary of Defense Mel
vin Laird stated to the House Armed 
Services Committee: 

A large-scale conventional attack on South 
Korea is not likely in the future. 

In June of this year, South Korea 
finally agreed to dual U.N. membership 

for the two Koreas. Talks between the 
two are currently underway. A topheavy 
and costly American military presence 
20 years after the end of the Korean 
war seems incre.asingly obsolete. 

But I am not suggesting we should rely 
entirely on North Korea's good inten
tions, or on a lessened likelihood of war. 
I am saying that a realistic look at South 
Korea's strength in the context of the 
current situation practically demands a 
substantial U.S. withdrawal. 

This is a country for which the United 
States sacrificed 33,625 American lives. 
U.S. taxpayers have given it $8.4 billion 
in military and economic aid over the 
years. It is an area of vital interest to 
Japan as well, and we must be sure to 
consult with her before any withdrawal 
takes place. Unfortunately, it became a 
dictatorship last fall, with hardly a mur
mur from the United States. But like it 
or not, South Korea is not a country we 
would abandon, nor am I suggesting that 
as an alternative. 

I suggest that this is a country where 
in peacetime, a token U.S. force would 
suffice. 

Japan is another example. 
Japan's so-called self-defense forces 

number a quarter of a million men. Her 
arsenal already contains T-2 supersonic 
trainers, C-1 jet transports, diesel-pow
ered submarines, helicopter-carrying de
stroyers, and antisubmarine aircraft. 
Her army includes 610 tanks and 130 
Hawk missiles, her navy 40 destroyers 
and 13 submarines, and her air force 
490 fighters. Her fourth 5-year defense 
plan, launched in October 1972, entails 
an outlay totaling $15 billion. 

Yet out of 169,000 U.S. troops sta
tioned in Asian countries-not counting 
the 7th Fleet-roughly 60,000 are found 
in Japan and her territory of Okinawa. 

On Japan's main islands, there are 
125 U.S. military installations, of which 
32 are considered major. These include 
six airfields, two naval bases, two bomb
ing ranges, and six am.munition depots. 
It is a country where 103 million people 
live in an area slightly smaller than the 
State of California and where roughly 80 
percent of the land cannot be inhabited 
or cultivated, American bases take up 
roughly 1 percent of the total area. As 
of 1970, roughly 70 percent of the U.S. 
bases, and 77 percent of the -American 
personnel were located within 60 miles 
of Tokyo, especially in the densely popu
lated Kanto plain. Anyone who has been 
to Japan recently knows that in the 
Tokyo area the housing squeeze is ap
palling and that land prices have sky
rocketed beyond belief. Sadly, American 
bases are also associated with drugs, a 
fact that greatly worries local authori
ties. 

On Okinawa, where the drug problem 
is also worrisome, almost 25 percent of 
the total land area is taken up with 
American bases, 40 percent of which are 
in densely populated areas. A recent poll 
showed that 77.8 percent of Okinawans 
felt that U.S. bases should be eliminated 
or reduced. As Don Oberdorfer put it in 
the New York Times, Okinawans living 
in cramped quarters can see American 
officers strolling on spacious lawns and 
golf courses. 
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Meanwhile, Japan is carrying out her 
own military buildup in Okinawa. She 
has sent at least 3,100 .airmen, including 
pilots for a squadron of 21 F-104J jet 
interceptors plus 1,500 soldiers and 500 
sailors. 

When a member of my staff visited 
Japan last month, two high-ranking 
Foreign Ministry officials told her pri
vately that it would be better for both 
countries for the United States to cut 
the size of its force level. The Nixon
Tanaka joint communique of August 2 
states that the two leaders "concurred 
on the desirability of further steps to 
realine and consolidate the facilities and 
areas of U.S. forces in Japan." 

Japan is an important and loyal ally 
whose interests are closely bound up with 
ours. Before affecting cuts we should 
make every effort to consult with her 
and to reassure her about the strength 
of our defense commitment. But it is 
ridiculous to keep 60,000 troops in a na
tion with the third largest GNP in the 
world. Since 1946, the United States has 
given or lent Japan over $5 billion in 
military and economic aid. It is high time 
we recognized that this investment has 
yielded a strong and increasingly self
confident ally. 

The two countries I have just dis
cussed, South Korea and Japan, account 
for approximately 100,000 troops. Rough
ly 50,000 more are located in Taiwan 
and Thailand. 

Here we are beginning to see some en
couraging signs from the administration. 

Just last week, the U.S. Pacific Com
mand announced that the 274th Tactical 
Airlift Wing, constituting about one
third of the 9,000 U.S. troops in Taiwan, 
would be brought home. This reduction 
marks a long-awaited first step toward 
the fulfillment of the Shanghai com
munique, in which the United States 
".affirms the ultimate objective of the 
withdrawal of all U.S. forces and military 
installations from Taiwan" and pledges 
to begin that task in the interim "as the 
tension 1n the .area diminishes." 

Taiwan's Armed Forces are the seventh 
largest in the world, with over half a 
million men under arms. For the last 
10 years or so she has been spending 9 
or 10 percent of her GNP on defense-a 
figure even higher than ours. Since 1949, 
U.S. military and economic aid programs 
to Taiwan have amounted to $5.2 billion. 
It just does not make sense to keep on 
spending $90 million a year there when 
it is now our public policy to withdraw 
our troops. 

Thailand, of course, has been a major 
staging area for our massive bombing 
attacks on Indochina. It was to Thailand, 
near the Laotian border, that President 
Kennedy sent the first sizable U.S. mili
tary unit-4,000 Marines to fight in 
Indochina. The U.S. force level grew to 
9,000 in 1964, 36,000 in 1966, and 45,000 
by 1973. 

In Thailand today there is a larger 
concentration of American airpower than 
in any country outside of the United 
States. 

As announced last week, about 3,550 
American military men and 100 aircraft 
are being withdrawn, leaving at least 
40,000 men and 500 aircraft behind them. 

For now, the B-52 fleet remains intact, 
an ominous reminder that the renewal of 
bombing is still a possibility. 

Thailand and Taiwan are "safe" illus
trations of my point that withdrawing 
troops makes military sense because the 
intention to withdraw has already been 
announced. But there is no sound mili
tary reason whY this same spirit should 
not be extended elsewhere. 

I might add, Mr. President, that it is 
the stated policy of the Department of 
Defense to reduce the U.S. military pres
ence abroad. In a letter to me dated Au
gust 9, 1973, the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Installations 
and Housing, Edward J. Sheridan, wrote 
that-

In summary the overall thrust o! DOD 
policy is a streamlining o! organizations and 
reduction o! military activities overseas. 

But except for Thailand and Taiwan, 
I have seen little to indicate that this 
policy is being implemented to any sig
nificant degree. 

I have already cited examples of coun
tries where U.S. troop levels seem exces
sive. Meanwhile, these countries and 
other allies have been building up for
midable arsenals through international 
weapons sales. Foreign orders for the new 
international fighter, the F-5E, are ex
pected to top 1,000; Brazil has already 
ordered 48. Iran has placed orders with 
more than $2 billion for helicopters, F-4 
fighter-bombers, C-130 transport planes, 
F-5E, and 707's fitted as aerial refuelers. 
In fact, Iran will have more sophisticated 
and up-to-date helicopters than we will. 

Saudi Arabia is buying $1 billion worth 
of arms, including F-4's, and is also in
terested in surplus destroyers and frig
ates. Deals with Kuwait total half a bil
lion dollars and will include F-8 Crusader 
jet fighters. Spain 1s buying 8 vertical 
take-off jets from Great Britain. France 
has been busy selling her Mirage jets to 
Latin America. A South Vietnamese Air 
Force officer recently told the Washing
ton Post: 

I! we have a good supply from the U.S. 
we can fight this war forever. Even without 
B-52s, we can do everything, and with 
precision, if we get enough equipment. In
stead of one B-52, we ca.n use 10 or 20 A-37s. 
It will take more time, but we will get the 
same results. 

And so it goes. With the general ex
ception of Africa, the world is armed to 
the teeth. 

So far I have been talking about new 
military and economic realities. Argu
ments about numbers of U.S. troops 
overseas must also include a question 
which is political and psychological as 
well: For any given country, can a U.S. 
defense commitment be relied on? 

Pressure from Congress for overseas 
cutbacks often evokes fear on the part 
of other governments that a troop with
drawal would signify the end of a mean-
ingful American commitment. In their 
view, American troops are a human trip
wire guaranteeing American military in
volvement should hostilities break out. 
Rational calculations that might keep 
us out of a given war will supposedly be 
swept aside by the sight of American 
boys bleeding on the battlefield. There is 

a corresponding conviction that without 
such a heart-rending stimulus we would 
selfishly abandon an ally to an enemy's 
attack. 

I do not believe that the tripwire 
theory is valid. After all, Americans be
gan to die in Indochina from 1961 on, 
but the decisive escalation did not take 
place until 1965. We sent troops to the 
Dominican Republic in 1965 not because 
American boys were dying, but because 
we believed-rightly or wrongly-that 
the survival of the government of Juan 
Bosch was contrary to U.S. interests. 

Nor is the tripwire theory a wise foun
dation on which to base a decision to go 
to war. If a conflict breaks out overseas, 
there may be many good reasons for 
getting involved, most notably defend
ing an ally from external aggression. 
But whatever our judgment, it should 
not be made on the basis of revenge. 

But suppose the tripwire theory is 
valid after all. In that case, since in 
most countries existing U.S. force levels 
are not sufficient to meet a full-scale 
attack, a token force would serve the 
same purpose. If Japan were the victim 
of a massive conventional attack, for ex
ample, 60,000 troops would hardly be 
adequate. And in a nuclear attack they 
wouldn't be of much use either. From 
the point of view of the tripwire theorist, 
all we would need is a token force to get 
shot at. 

Mr. President, an important question 
remains: What criterion should we use to 
plan an overseas deployment in the long 
run? Given enough time to work out the 
diplomatic difficulties associated with a 
substantial withdrawal, what should be 
our final goal? 

I have already suggested that if the 
presence of U.S. troops is largely sym
bolic, signifying to an ally the reality of 
an American commitment, for many 
countries then a token force would do 
just as well. I am thinking particularly of 
Asia, where involvement in another 
major war seems unwise as well as 
unlikely. 

But before deciding where to post 
token forces, where to withdraw troops 
completely, or where under exceptional 
circumstances, to keep a sizable force, I 
think we in the Congress should ask our
selves the following question: 

"If we had no troops overseas, where 
would we want to send them, and how 
many would we want to send?" 

Some clear thinking here could pro
vide a long-overdue initiative on rede
fining our foreign policy goals and inter
ests, and reshaping our overseas defense 
policy accordingly. I think this reap
praisal should include a hard look at all 
our present allies, for we may well want 
to keep our distance from some of the 
more corrupt and dictatorial among 
them. We should guard against interven
ing in civil wars on behalf of unpopular 
governments. We should continue to up
hold the freedom of the seas. And so on. 

I have no hard and fast answers to my 
question. But I do have some broad sug
gestions. 

Generally speaking, in planning for 
the future, I think that whatever over
seas military deployment we do main
tain should reflect the new :flexibility of 
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today's international politics. For the 
most part, the structured, ideological, bi
polar world view of the 1950's has given 
way to an interdependent international 
system. 

Sey om Brown, a senior fell ow at the 
Brookings Institution, described this new 
world forcefully when he wrote in For
eign Affairs that increasingly, alinements 
over specific issues, rather than highly 
elaborated military alliances, will be the 
order of the day; coalition partners on 
one issue may be opponents on another; 
and military deployments will have little 
if any utility as bargaining chips for most 
of the issues among countries, private 
groups, and political movements. 

Helping to reinforce these tendencies, 
he wrote, is what American foreign 
policy should be all about at this junc
ture of world history. 

Mr. President, one lesson to be drawn 
from the new flexibility in international 
politics is an even greater need for mili
tary mobility. I was interested to see 
that on August 30, Secretary of Defense 
James Schlesinger told a group of news
men that he was "damned interested 
in mobility." At present, the United 
States has 79 C-5A's, 13 squadrons of C-
141's, and a civil reserve air fleet of 
some 300 planes. But Dr. Schlesinger in
dicated that in the event of a major 
war, these forces would be inadequate to 
move heavy equipment quickly. 

Before recommending new appropria
tions aimed at expending our transport 
capacity, I would take a hard look at the 
mobile forces we have already, includ
ing our naval fleets. Even more impor
tant, I would try to redefine our interests 
and to see how many of our alliances 
actually correspond with those interests. 
I would take into account the expanded 
rapid deployment capability that we 
have already developed. As a distin
guished member of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, Senator HUGHES, 
has pointed out: 

Just four of our giant C-5 planes can carry 
as much as our entire military airlift com
mand flew to Korea. to respond to the out
break of war there in 1950. 

Finally, I would try to estimate the 
likelihood of war in each geographic 
theater. Only then would I decide 
whether or not a troop cutback from 
overseas required a new investment in 
mobility. 

Finally, our force planners, together 
with Congress, should take a look at con
temporary warfare, including Vietnam, 
and reassess our overseas ground troops 
accordingly. There seems to be wide
spread consensus, for example, that the 
United States should not get involved 
in another major land war in Asia. 
Surely the bombing that we carried out 
for 8 years was sufficiently devastating; 
the Nixon doctrine even implies that 
others should do the ground fighting. 

If I am correct, then we should se
verely prune our ground forces in Asia 
and reexamine their usefulness elsewhere 
in the world as well. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would like to 
quote from the report of the Subcommit
tee on Security Arrangements and Com
mitments Abroad, chaired by the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri, Sena-

tor SYMINGTON. The report, dated De
cember 21, 1970, observes: 

Once an American overseas base ls estab
lished, It takes on a. life of 1t.s own. Original 
missions may become outdated, but new 
missions a.re developed, not only with the 
intent of keeping the facility going, but often 
to actually enlarge it. 

Within the government depa.rtment.s most 
directly concerned-State and Defense-we 
found little initiative to reduce or eliminate 
a.ny of these overseas facilities. 

In recent years outside pressures, pri
marily domestic budget cuts, have normally 
preceded any reduction in United States 
military presence abroad. Such reductions 
were often resisted on the grounds that they 
would appear to be a. withdrawal from a 
commitment, and a lessening of will on the 
part of the United States-conclusions 
which do not necessarily follow. 

In the past, to put it mildly, State and 
Defense have ma.de but limited effort to 
study the worldwide base situation. It is 
only to be expected that those in embassies 
abroad, a.nd also a.t overseas military facili
ties, would seek to justify continued opera
tions in their particular areas; otherwise 
they recommend a reduction in their own 
position. 

Arguments can always be raised to justify 
keeping almost a.ny facility open. To the 
military, a. contingency use can always be 
found. To the diplomat, a base closing or 
reduction ca.n always be at the wrong time 
in terms of relations with the host country 
a.nd other Nations. 

The Subcommittee has come to the con
clusion, therefore, that only reviews directed 
by the White House, or limitations on funds 
imposed by the Congress, ca.n force reduction 
decisions. 

The communications facilities a.t Rota 
(Spain] were expanded in 1963 so a.i: to take 
on the activities in Morocco bases that we 
were being required to vacate. But when 
later the United States was permitted to 
continue operating from Moroccan facilities, 
the new Rota. station was also continued. 

In March, 1969, when the Subcommittee 
staff visited Rota., questions were asked 
about duplication with communication 
facilities in Morocco. The staff wa.s reassured 
that both facilities were needed, with the 
growth of the Soviet Mediterranean fleet 
cited as a key reason. One year later, how
ever in March 1970, when the staff visited 
communications fac111ties in Morocco, they 
were told that the comparable facilities in 
Spain had been taken off the air. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I 
strongly urge the adoption of the Mans
field amendment; namely, a 40-percent 
cut in land-leased U.S. troops stationed 
in foreign countries over the next 3 
years. 

Mr. President, I turn back whatever 
time I have remaining, so that others 
may speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield the Senator from Colorado such 
time as he may require. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I have 
not spoken on this measure before, ex
cept in the process of the debate on the 
Trident, but I think I should. 

I cannot conceive of an amendment 
which, at least theoretically, could do us 
more damage than this one if it passes, 
and I say that with great conviction. 

We have commitments, most of which 
have been entered into by the Foreign 
Relations Committee, with a number of 
allies around the world. 

Under this amendment as it is worded, 
it means that unless we have a 10-per
cent cutback in military forces by July 1, 
1974, they are not going to get any 
money for those purposes at all. 

I would ask the Senator from Cali
fornia and the Senator from Montana, 
what do we do about places such as the 
small number of people that we have in 
the middle of the Indian Ocean as a lis
tening post for the Soviet navy, which 
is going all through the Indian Ocean? 
What do we do about meeting our com
mitments with the United Nations on our 
Korean situation? 

Sure, we can take them down, but who 
is going to fill that gap? South Korea in 
that case, but who will fill it on Diego 
Garcia, in the middle of the Indian 
Ocean? Who will fill it in terms of what 
we need to fulfill our responsibility in 
terms of the commitments which have 
been made and approved by the Foreign 
Relations Committee in so many areas 
around the world? 

I think we are taking a move here 
which is a direct reflection on whether 
this country is going to revert to isola
tionism, or whether we will be maintain
ing our international position in the 
world. 

Mr. President, I vote for the latter. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, who has 

control of the opposition time on this 
measure? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri, unless he is in 
favor of the proposal. Then it would go 
to the majority leader or his designee. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, could the 
Senator from Texas inquire as to wheth
er or not the Senator from Missouri is in 
favor of the amendment? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Missouri was in favor of 
the amendment this morning. 

Mr. TOWER. Then the opposition time 
would devolve on the Senator from South 
Carolina? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 

proposed amendment stipulates that the 
United States must decrease its land
based deployments overseas by 40 percent 
over the next 3 years. I oppose this 
amendment because I consider it based 
upon an overly hopeful assessment of re
cent trends in our relations with the So
viet Union and because I regard it as 
potentially injurious to this Nation's se
curity interests. 

The amendment seems to be based 
upon the premise that the level of our 
overseas military deployment is too 
high. I would challenge that particular 
premise by examining the supposedly ex
cessive level of our overseas deployments. 
As of March 31, 1973, there was a total 
of 606,000 U.S. military personnel sta-
tioned outside the United States. How
ever, sometimes improper use is made of 
this figure when it is asserted that there 
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are 606,000 troops outside our territories 
and possessions. Rather, 42,000 of these 
troops are located in our territories and 
possessions, that is, Guam, so forth, and 
that, therefore, leaves a total of 564,000 
troops in foreign areas. But of these, 93,-
000 are troops afloat, to which the 
amendment does not apply. Therefore, 
that leaves a total of 471,000 on shore in 
foreign countries. It must be emphasized 
these are not all combat forces. It seems 
to me that this is not an excessive num
ber for a major power as ourselves in 
light of our far-ranging hlld widely 
varied interests and commitments. 

Mr. President, let me add here that I 
firmly believe the supporters of this 
amendments are just as concerned for 
the security of our country as I am. 

However, it would appear that they 
believe that the world has become so 
much safer a place of late that the United 
States no longer needs to maintain an 
adequate and credible military presence 
overseas. I cannot agree with this out
look. Certainly, the style of our relation
ship with the Soviet Union has changed 
in recent years-we have not had a Ber
lin- or CUba-type crisis. However, that 
does not necessarily mean that our basic 
national interests are any more conso
nant with those of the Soviet Union than 
ever before, or that the Soviet military 
challenge has been diminished to any 
significant degree. To assume so would 
be a most perilous self-deception on our 
part. We still confront the Soviets at 
close and potentially dangerous quar
ters in Berlin, central Europe, and in 
the Mediterranean not to mention our 
conflicting interests in the Middle East 
and Asia. 

So, it seems to me that it would be wise 
to ask for concrete proof that the world 
is in fact safer before we go on to act 
as if it were. In this regard, it does not 
seem that the Soviet military challenge 
has been reduced to any meaningful ex
tent. I would like to give a few examples 
that the Soviet military challenge has, 
in fact, not lessened. 

Soviet defense budgets have increased 
at a rate of approximately 3 percent 
yearly since 1960. 

Soviet military strength has risen from 
3 to 3.7 million men since 1960. At the 
same time, U.S. forces have fallen to 2.2 
million, the lowest level since 1950. 

Soviet capabilities in Europe have been 
improved both qualitatively and quan
titatively. They have committed more 
divisions, tanks, rocket launchers, and 
cannon artillery to the central European 
front. In the meantime, we have lowered 
the number of our forces in Europe from 
380,000 before the Berlin buildup to 319,-
000 today, which are not all combat 
forces. 

The expanded Soviet naval forces 
now have a capability for sustained op
erations at sea and a force presence 
worldwide. 

Soviet technology has given them a 
new long-range sea-launched ballistic 
missile, a new long-range bomber, an in
creasing group of ICBM's, and of late, 
they have achieved a successful test of 
MIRV capability. 

It seems to me that actions like that on 
the part of the Soviet Union are not 

conducive to a real detente situation. 
The Soviets talk detente, but at the 
same time they are improving signifi
cantly their military war-making capac
ity. It would appear that detente with 
the Soviet Union could be mostly a public 
relations affair that may include some 
wishful thinking on our part. This at
titude has possibly been brought on by 
our rejection of our Vietnam involve
ment and the desire to extend that re
jection to all overseas involvements. 

Whatever tragedies and errors were 
enacted in Southeast Asia, they are ab
solutely not a fitting foundation upon 
which to base an attack upon our in
volvements everywhere else in the world, 
even in those places where our national 
interests are obviously and basically at 
issue. This is most clearly true, of course, 
in Western Europe, and it requires em
phasis here that there is no way in which 
the pending amendment might be exe
cuted without making large reductions 
in our European troop deployments. We 
must, therefore, stop and consider very 
seriously whether that is in fact the 
direction we wish to pursue. 

Is our interest in the continued secu
rity and autonomy of Western Europe 
any less fundamental than ever? I assert 
that it remains as vital to this Nation 
as ever. Is it legitimate to assume that 
the Soviet challenge ha::; markedly dimin
ished in Europe? I maintain that the 
facts listed previously as to the unin
terrupted rise in Soviet military capabil
ity point clearly to the conclusion that 
the Soviet challenge is as formidable as 
ever. Shall we, therefore, believe our 
selves wise to require a large-scale, uni
lateral reduction of our military de
ployments abroad? The realities of the 
case appear to indicate rather conclu
sively that we would be ill-advised indeed 
to engage in any such excess of self
indulgence. It is certainly self-indulgence 
to maintain in the face of all unpleasant 
realities that the world is what we want 
it to be rather than what the facts insist 
it is. Self-indulgence is a perilous foun
dation for a nation's foreign policy. 

I do not believe that we who oppose 
this amendment would argue that we 
must retain our present level of deploy
ment sacrosanct for all future time. 
However, we would argue that this is 
not the right time to engage in large 
reductions on a unilateral basis when 
after many years of inconclusive maneu
vering, the Warsaw Pact nations have 
finally agreed to join in serious negotia
tions aimed at reducing the level of 
military confrontation in Europe. Should 
we now proceed to make such large uni
lateral reductions as the present amend
ment demands, we would effectively rob 
the MBFR negotiations of all meaning 
by giving away "for free" everything 
that we would otherwise agree to grant 
only on a mutual, reciprocal basis. 

I have covered that point previously 
here t.oday on a more elaborate basis. 

These negotiations will take time, of 
course. It would be foolishly unrealistic 
not to expect that since they deal with 
affairs that are sensitive and vitally im
portant. to all the parties involved, they 
will also be very complicated negotia
tions, far more than even the strategic 

arms talks were. But if we wish to bring 
about any real reduction in the Soviet 
challenge on the continent, we can only 
do so by bargaining something in return. 
Not only would the present proposal 
amount to giving away our bargaining 
counters for nothing; it would amount 
to an increase in t.he Soviets' military 
power relative to a weakened NATO. 

So I believe that we here must con
sider very carefully whether we may 
wisely assume that the Soviet Union's 
military power relative to the Western 
World has lessened; whether we are in 
fact ready to scuttle MBFR before it even 
begins by giving away our concessions 
before we start; and finally, whether in 
the light of these considerations the pres
ent proposal is a realistic and responsible 
one that this Senate ought to endorse. I 
do not believe the pending amendment 
is in our best interest, and I urge its 
rejection. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor yield for some questions? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to yield to the able and 
distinguished Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. DOMINICK. As I read this amend
ment, it would apply to all military 
forces. Therefore, I presume it would also 
attach to military z..ttaches in the em
bassies. What in the world are we going 
to do about that? If you have one mili
tary attache, how are you going to cut 
him 10 percent by July 1? 

Mr. THURMOND. Of course, the Sena
tor has propounded a question that 
would have to be determined at a later 
date. Perhaps a fraction could be figured 
out in one place with a fraction in an
other place, and possibly a decision could 
be reached on that basis. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, so that the Senate can 
turn to the practical from the ridiculous? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I will be happy to 
tum to the practical from the ridiculous. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The discretion is up 
to the President, and I cannot see the 
President cutting 1 man in 10 just to 
achieve a 10-percent reduction without 
concern of their theater of operation. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I cannot, either, but 
that is what the wording of the amend
ment says. 

I have another question for the Sen
ator from South Carolina. Is it not true 
that the Armed Services Committee has 
already cut the manpower level by 7 per
cent and over the period of the last 2 
years has cut it by more than a million 
people? 

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct. And 
this year alone, the Armed Services 
Committee reduced the personnel by 
156,000 in addition. At a cost of $10,000 
each, that would amount to more than 
$1.5 billion in personnel, if it should 
stand, in addition to the other amounts 
in the procurement bill. The amount in 
the procurement bill requested by the 
Defense Department was $22 billion, and 
the Armed Services Committee reported 
a bill in the amount of $20.5 billion. That 
is a reduction of $1.5 billion, making a 
total reduction in weapons and person
nel of approximately $3 billion. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The only reason I 
brought up the question is that it seems 
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to me that the Armed Services Commit
tee has been taking cognizance of the 
fact that a great deal of our economic 
strength, in terms of weaponry, goes into 
manpower; that we have been reducing 
manpower on an orderly basis, and we 
have every intention of continuing to do 
so where it is possible. 

Mr. THURMOND. The distinguished 
Senator is correct. It has been reduced. 
It has been reduced in an orderly manner. 

As r stated a few moments ago, we 
have reduced our forces to approximately 
2.2 million men, and the Soviet military 
strength has risen from 3 million to 3.7 
million men. That shows how the So
viets have been going up while we have 
been going down. 

It seems unrealistic to make any 
further reduction at this particular 
time. We are on the eve of the mutual 
reduction talks, and for us to make a 
reduction now would provide no incen
tive to the Soviets to bring about a mu
tual reduction when these talks take 
place. 
THE CHIEF OF NAVAL. OPERATIONS AND THE 

SOVIET AGENTS 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the typical courtesy of the Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the short telegram I will now 
read may appear in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, this 
is the telegram, dated today, which I have 
sent to Admiral Zumwalt: 
Adm. ELMO R. ZUMWALT, Jr., 
Chief of Naval Operations, The Pentagon, 

Wa3hington, D.C.: 
Based on what we know here, if your eval

uation of the Soviet threat on Capitol Hill 
is comparable to your evaluation of that same 
threat as justification for acceleration of the 
Trident, this ca.n only be another rea"5on for 
opposing that acceleration. 

In any case, prior to the vote tomorrow at 
11: 00 a.m., please supply the names of the 
Soviet "agents" to which you refer and also 
the names of the Senators they visited. 

STUART SYMINGTON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he may require to the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. President, this morning the Sen
ate voted favorably, for the first time, to 
require a unilateral and extensive de
crease in the number of U.S. forces de
ployed overseas. To some, this vote rep
resented a justified attempt to lower the 
military profile of the United States over
seas. To me, however, it was an indica
tion that the weariness in this country 
concerning international involvement is 
now threatening to change our need for 
a period of self-evaluation into a more 
prolonged and dangerous slide into uni
lateral abrogation of world responsibili
ties. 

The decision the Senate made this 
morning, if it is confirmed by a positive 
vote on the pending Cranston amend
ment, would be unfortunate in sev~ral 
ways: 

CXIX--1989-Part 24 

First. It would be an indication of ex
treme myopia on the part of the Senate 
regarding the bargaining dynamics of 
superpower negotiations. Unilateral ini
tiatives such as the ones suggested here, 
coming at a time when our superpower 
adversary is both increasing and mod
ernizing its military capabilities, is a pe
culiar way to effect desired mutual 
agreements with the Soviet Union. 

Second. The precipitate reductions 
here contemplated would increase the 
possibilities that the Soviet Union may 
begin to put added pressures on certain 
areas of vital concern to the United 
States. One need only look at Soviet in
terest in the Persian Gulf area and the 
geopolitical and psychological implica
tions of an increased Soviet ability to 
pressure Iran and Turkey, to understand, 
in general terms, some of the potential 
negative effects of the pending amend
ment. 

Third. The Western negotiating posi
tion in such forums as the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe will 
be eroded by the contemplated initiative. 
If it becomes apparent that the West's 
position there is not buttressed by a 
strong and durable Atlantic Alliance
and make no mistake of the fact that 
the amendment, if passed, can do nothing 
but weaken our ties with Europe--our 
call for greater freedom of exchange of 
peoples and ideas between East and West 
will be "sound and fury signifying noth
ing" to the Soviet Union. 

Fourth. Political integration in Europe 
is at a delicate phase in its history. This 
unilateral initiative to reduce U.S. troops 
overseas and its implications would tend 
to thwart West European unification and 
to cause each of the separate West Eu
ropean countries to make individual ac
commodations to the changed realities. 
The likely accommodations would not be 
in the best interests of the United States. 

Fifth. Whether we like it or not, the 
United States is the only country in the 
free world capable of exerting leadership 
on a par with the Soviet Union. Through 
the present amendment, we would be 
abrogating unilaterally our leadership re
sponsibility. I can only marvel at reason
ing that believes some semblance of world 
peace would be achieved through our 
doing so. 

I have focused here on some of the im
plications for Europe of this initiative. 
Many more arguments could be made 
against it in reference to its potentially 
disastrous consequences for U.S. inter
ests. Time does not permit me to do so. 
I believe my colleagues are well aware of 
the fact that the reductions contem
plated by the present amendment would 
necessitate an almost total reduction of 
our troops "on the ground" in parts of 
the world other than Europe if extensive 
unilateral cuts were to be avoided in the 
latter area. It does not take much imag
ination to comprehend what that would 
mean regarding U.S. ability to influence 
developments in the world. 

In closing, I entreat my colleagues to 
think carefully about the debilitating 
possibilities that would face this country 
and our allies if this initiative was passed. 
As they do so, I firmly believe that they 
will vote to defeat this initiative. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he may require to the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
(Mr. JAVITS). 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I suppose 
this is an issue which divides people not 
along ideological grounds but because of 
very profound views as to the outlook 
for the security of our Nation and the 
world. 

I am fully cognizant of the long and 
tortured road to conference and signa
ture by the President, and so forth, which 
this amendment, if it is adopted, must go 
through. However, I deeply believe that 
adoption by the Senate of this amend
ment is an adverse development in terms 
of our country's and the world's security. 
Thus, notwithstanding my enormous af
fection and regard for both authors of 
the amendment, I must oppose it. 

Mr. President, in speaking before the 
Senate, I would like to testify as a wit
ness, because in this regard I do claim 
that status. For 2 years, I have presided 
over a committee called the Committee 
of Nine, established by the North At
lantic Assembly to review the future of 
the Atlantic Alliance. This committee has 
had enormous research capability. 

It numbers and has numbered among 
its members former Secretary General 
Brosio, the former president of the Com
mon Market, Lester Pearson, who was 
one of the most eminent leaders for peace 
in the world before he died and Max 
van der Stoel who was just appointed 
Prime Minister to the Netherlands. It is 
a very distinguished group, indeed. 

I think I have a good view of the situa
tion in Europe. I would like to report that 
to the Senate because I think it bears 
very importantly on the adoption of this 
amendment by the Senate. 

This amendment would be a signal 
to Europe, no matter how we slice it. 
That is the way they would look at it. We 
lawYers have a saying that it is not what 
the facts are, it is what the judge thinks 
they are. Europe is looking at the Senate, 
which confirms nominees for high diplo
matic posts and voted recently on the 
confirmation of Dr. Henry Kissinger. 
They understand it well. They mider
stand that the Senate ratifies treaties, 
such as the arms treaty. They under
stand that it is the body concerned with 
foreign policy. 

They will look upon the adoption of 
this measure as a declaration of policy by 
the Senate, which to them is a most im
portant body related to Europe and the 
alliance. They will regard our action as 
directly aimed at our status in the al
liance in Europe, because it is easy to 
determine that cuts will take place in 
Europe because the United States will 
not take all troops out of every place in 
the world to leave Europe intact. 

This is going to fall very heavily on 
Europe. I have tried to specify that in 
statements to the press today by saying 
this move is heavily dictated by -the de
sire for a conference on force reductions 
rather than any shakiness respecting 
the European relationship in terms of 
security. I feel that, Mr. President. But I 
would be less than honest With the Senate 
if I did not tell you that I do not know 
whether Europeans Will feel that way. 



31568 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 26, 1973 
I rather doubt they will. My experience 
with them induces me to believe they will 
take it as a direct move to lessen our 
commitment to the security of Europe 
in terms of its being the threshold and 
border of the United States. 

What are the consequences of that? 
It may as many think, result in Euro
peans ftlling in with more troops, more 
preparations, more alarm, a greater 
alertness respecting NATO. However, 
there may be a drawdown by Europe and 
a new leaning toward the Soviet Union. 
In that connection, regarding the Pakis
tan-India affair, there was one phrase 
that was used: A tilt toward Pakistan. 
That is what may happen in Europe. 
They will take this as a signal that if the 
United States is going to begin to lessen 
its commitment and pull out, then it 1s 
time for everyone to take steps to accom
modate to the other overwhelming world 
power. 

That is only human, and I believe it 
could be very much in the cards as far 
as Europe is concerned. We do not know 
that this will happen but if this amend
ment is adopted we certainly increase the 
risk that it may happen. We are all very 
anxious to avoid any nuclear confronta
tion. There is already grave doubt in 
Europe whether any defense of Europe 
is possible with the use of tactical nuclear 
weapons. It is a very critical discussion in 
Europe. It is only brought nearer by 
shaking their confidence in the American 
commitment. Inevitably that is what we 
would be doing. 

Mr. President, again I point out that 
there is the danger, the real danger, that 
Europe will seek some type of accommo
dation with the Soviet Union which could 
greatly affect the security and freedom in 
the whole world. 

The second part of that issue is that 
it brings us much closer to the nuclear 
threshold. It is a matter of most profound 
importance. The Mansfield amendment 
has been discussed in Europe for several 
years. I am constantly asked: Will it 
carry? Is this the sentiment of the Sen
ate? I do not believe it is. 

My remarks are addressed to certain 
Senators who may have voted for the 
Mansfield amendment. I cannot hope to 
influence those who disagree with me 
about European security and its essen
tiality to our country, or which way the 
Europeans are likely to move in the event 
there is a feeling we will pull out of the 
nuclear weapons issue. But I hope very 
much to have some influence in these 
remarks with Senators who may have 
been voting this way as an economy move. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the minority has expired. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield? Our time 
has expired. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield 1 minute. 
Mr. JAVITS. It is my feeling that those 

Senators who may be voting for this be
cause they know we have to cut down 
on troop strength and who might think 
this is an effective way to do it because 
it affects forces overseas, I appeal to 
them to think three or four times with 
respect to what I consider to be the ulti
mate consequences of this highly danger
ous and very prejudicial move. 

I thank the Senator from California 
and the Senator from South Carolina for 
yielding. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes with the ap
proval of the Senator from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, there 

has been a lot of emotion dredged up in 
def ending the interests of Europeans 
and a lot of sympathy expressed for 
them. In my opinion, too little has been 
expressed for our own people. It is not so 
much a sentiment in the congress, as 
the Senator from New York indicated, it 
is the sentiment of the American people. 

May I point out that just as the ad
mirals were roaming the corridors this 
morning, so have the Secretaries of De
fense been over here this afternoon; and 
I also understand that General Good
paster, the American Supreme Com
mander of NATO forces, and others, 
have been calling up Senators and urg
ing them to overturn the action which 
the Senate undertook this morning. They 
may well be successful, but the Senate 
by a vote of 49 to 46 this morning ex
pressed its opinion. I would point out 
that as far as the upcoming situation is 
concerned, normally when an amend
ment is offered and an amendment to 
that amendment is agreed to, it is a pro 
f orma proceeding to accept the amended 
amendment, the Cranston amendment in 
this instance. 

I would point out the fact that the 
40-percent cut means only 190,000 of 
those who are overseas. Of these 160,000 
to 165,000 can easily come out of Asia 
and other areas. Of course, we would not 
disturb the military, the defense at
taches, in their jobs, because in some 
places, even though they are pretty 
overpopulated I think we could stand 
that sort of overabundance. But that 
would mean only 25,000 would come out 
of Ew·ope the last of the 3 years, and 
none before that time. 

The Senate Armed Services Commit
tee recommends, in the committee report 
before us, that 14,000 are certainly eligi
ble for a cut in Europe this year. Thus, 
only 11,000 would be cut from Europe in 
addition over the next 3 years. 

So w'hat we are up against is a power 
play. Either Senators will stand up and 
assert their independent judgment or 
they will not, and what each Senator does 
will, of course, be his own responsibility. 
But I recall serving in this body with a 
great Senator, one of the great conserv
ative Senators, one of the truly great 
conservative Senators I have ever known, 
a man who could always, despite his in
tense and deep convictions, see the other 
side of the coin. I read what he said: 

The key to all the problems before this 
Congress lies in the size of our military 
budget--

Almost 60 percent of the defense 
budget is in manpower costs--

That determines the taxes to be levied. It 
is likely to determine whether we can main
tain a reasonably free system and the value 
o! our dollar or whether we are going to be 
weakened by inflation and choked by gov
ernment controls which inevitably tend to 
become more arbitrary and unreasonable ... 

Those words were uttered by Senator 
Robert Taft on January 5, 1951. 

Mr. President, the amendment remains 
neutral on the question of demobilization 
of the personnel returned. It is my belief 
that the pressures to maintain a stand
ing army in peacetime through volun
teers will significantly shrink the overall 
size of the military force levels. In this 
respect this amendment would comple
ment that forecast and complement as 
well the unanimous-consent action by 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
which recommends an overall force level 
reduction of 156,000 by June 30, 1974. 

The enactment of thls amendment 
would be totally consistent with the 
Nixon doctrine of worldwide presence 
manifested by other than land forces on 
foreign soil. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I have 2 min
utes? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not since the days 
of the British Empire-or probably more 
truly, the Roman Empire-have so many 
been required to "maintain the peace" 
away from our shores. Many of our post
World War II military postures and 
weapons procurements, and those of the 
Soviet Union as well, have been imita
tive or mirrored responses to each other. 
When one superpower develops a missile, 
the other responds in kind. 

The presence on foreign soil of so 
many U.S. military presumes a policy 
that heavily favors the military option. 
In fact, it is my belief that the commit
ment and level of U.S. forces abroad 
has determined our foreign policy, rather 
than our policy determining the level of 
U.S. forces abroad. 

It is almost beyond belief to most 
Americans that our country maintains 
over 2,000 bases and installations on for
eign soil; that the Defense Department 
employs directly or indirectly approxi
mately 173,000 foreign nationals--not to 
mention 73,000 U.S. nationals-at these 
bases and the installations to support 
these U.S. forces abroad; that over 314,-
000 dependents are stationed overseas 
with these military forces. Disbelief turns 
to dismay when announcements are 
made that bases and installations are 
to be closed in the United States--and 
we have been served notice to that ef
f ect--and persons put out of work all 
in the interest of economy. Economy is 
a desirable goal, but it should apply to 
expenditures abroad as well as expendi
tures at home. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
UNILATERAL TROOP REDUCTION 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, anyone who 
has ever engaged in negotiations of any 
sort knows that you cannot yield your 
own position in advance and then expect 
the other side to make any important 
concessions voluntarily. Yet that is ex
actly the mistake that the Senate will be 
making if it attempts to force a unilateral 
withdrawal of American troops from 
Europe in advance of any mutual force 
reduction agreement with the Soviet 
bloc. 
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You cannot play poker if you toss all 

of your chips into the other player's lap 
before the game has started. 

It is not a question of numbers so much 
us impact. Ten thousand troops for in
stance, are, in the abstract, a small num
ber. But the impact of their withdrawal, 
and the chain reaction it would set 1n 
motion with both our allies and our ad
versaries would be immense. 

Our allies have been repeatedly as
sured that the United States intends to 
stand by its NATO Treaty commitments. 
A unilateral reduction now would seri
ously injure our credibility at a time 
when we cannot afford such injury. It 
would seem to our European friends to 
confirm all of the alarmist stories about 
American neoisolationism they hear so 
frequently. It would convince them that, 
after the first small troop withdrawal, 
others would inevitably follow and that 
America was "phasing out" of NATO. 

That could mean only one thing. The 
crippling of NATO and the fragmenta
tion of the western alliance that has kept 
America at peace in Europe for over a 
generation. 

From a short-term military point of 
view, any cut in American troop strength 
would also weaken NATO's conventional 
deterrent. This would mean that, in the 
event of a confrontation, the West would 
have no alternative to the deadly gamble 
of nuclear brinkmanship. In the mean
time, western Europeans frightened by 
this prospect, or unconvinced of the 
credibility of our commitment to meet 
aggression with nuclear force if neces
sary, would be sorely tempted to make 
separate deals with the Soviet bloc. 
Western unity would be :finished. 

Make no mistake. This debate is being 
closely fallowed by leaders in Moscow and 
every free capital of Europe. Whatever 
the confusion about the issue at home, 
there is no doubt in their minds about 
what is at stake. 

If we act unilaterally now to cut back 
American troops, the Soviets can only 
draw one conclusion-America is not in
terested in a mutual lessening of tensions 
or a mutual reduction of forces in Eu
rope; America is only interested in low
ering its own profile without regard to 
the consequences. 

Every Member of the Senate who is 
committed to lasting stability in Europe 
and stronger incentives for peaceful co
operation between the Free World and 
the Soviet bloc should oppose any meas
ure that would undercut that commit
ment. And any measure taken by us now 
that would force a one-sided pullback of 
American troops falls into this category. 

Our allies spent almost $25 billion on 
defense in fiscal year 1972. The mainte
nance of United States forces in Europe 
costs about $3 billion annually. Our al
lies, by comparison, have recently agreed 
to spend more than that amount per year 
on new equipmwt alone. 

The peacetime active military strength 
of our NATO allies is slightly more than 
3 million men. Our total United States 
military forces are about 2.3 million of 
which only about 300,000 are serving in 
Europe. 

No one enjoys the idea of stationing 
a large number of Americans in Europe 

and paying the bills involved, although 
this cost represents only 5 percent of 
U.S. purchases abroad. When you look 
at the facts you have to realize that, at 
this time, the alternative is worse. 

The way to reduce tensions in Europe 
and eventually lighten the defense bur
dens of America, our allies and the So
viet Union is to reach a durable agree
ment on mutual force reductions. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield 
back the time under my control. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, my 
time is yielded back. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I ob
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

The assistant legislative clerk resumed 
the call of the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 

[No. 420 Leg.] 
Abourezk Gurney 
Aiken Hartke 
Allen Hathaway 
Bartlett Hruska 
Bennett Huddleston 
Bible Hughes 
Biden Humphrey 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson 
Cannon Johnston 
Clark Kennedy 
Cranston Mansfield 
Curtis Metcalf 
Dominick Mondale 
Goldwater Montoya 
Griffin Moss 

Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pastore 
Proxmire 
Schweiker 
Scott, 

Willla.mL. 
Stennis 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tower 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be 
directed to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser

geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After some delay, the following Sena
tors entered the Chamber and answered 
to their names: 
Baker 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bellmon 
Bentsen 
Brock 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Case 
Chiles 
Church 
Cook 
Cotton 
Dole 
Domenic! 
Eagleton 

Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gravel 
Hansen 
Hart 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hollings 
Inouye 
,Javits 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
McClellan 
McClure 

McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Scott, Hugh 
Sparkman 
St afford 
St evens 
Talmadge 
Tunney 
Williams 
Young 

amended. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. On this vote I have 
a live pair with the Senator from Ohio 
<Mr. SAXBE). If he were at liberty to vote, 
he would vote "nay." If I were at liberty 
to vote, I would vote "yea." I withhold 
my vote. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio <Mr. SAXBE) is neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Ohio <Mr. TAFT) is absent on offi
cial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) is absent because 
of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Connecticut <Mr. WEICKER) is de
tained on official business. 

I further announce that the pair of 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) has 
been previously announced. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. TAFT) would vote "nay.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 44, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[No. 421 Leg.] 
YEAS-44 

Abourezk Haskell 
Bayh Hatfield 
Bible Ha.thaway 
Bid en Hollings 
Burdick Huddleston 
Byrd, Robert C. Hughes 
Chiles Inouye 
Church Long 
Clark Mansfield 
Cranston McClellan 
Eagleton McGovern 
Fulbright Mcintyre 
Gravel Metcalf 
Hart Mondale 
Hartke Montoya 

NAYS-51 
Aiken Dole 
Allen Domenic! 
Baker Dominick 
Bartlett Eastland 
Beall Ervin 
Bellman Fannin 
Bennett Fong 
Bentsen Goldwater 
Brock Griffin 
Brooke Gurney 
Buckley Hansen 
Byrd, Helms 

HarryF., Jr. Hruska 
Cannon Humphrey 
Case Jackson 
cook Javits 
Cotton Johnston 
Curtis Kennedy 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Schweiker 
Scott. 

Willia.m. L. 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Tunney 
Will lams 

Magnuson 
Mathias 
McClure 
McGee 
Nunn 
Percy 
Roth 
Scott, Hugh 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Young 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-! 

Packwood, !or. 

NOT VOTING---4 
Pearson Taft Weicker 
Sax be 

AS 

So Mr. CRANSTON'S amendment was 
rejected. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend
ment was rejected be reconsidered. 

Wi.r. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum sAM-o--caucuL M1ssILE DEVELOPMENT 

is present. Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, as I 
The question occurs on the amendment stated yesterday, the Senate later this 

of the Senator from California, as week will be debating an amendment to 
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delete the funds recommended by the 
Armed Services Committee for the SAM
O missile system. 

The Research and Development Sub
committee of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, which I chair, has spent 
many hours in a thorough review of all 
aspects of SAM-D. Our subcommittee has 
unanimously concluded that SAM-D is 
the only air defense weapon that can 
off er our forces the protection necessary 
to maintain their combat effectiveness. 

The SAM-D concept and much of its 
hardware have been rigorously proved 
through an advanced development pro
gram to insure a minimum risk effort. 

The reduced maintenance and man
power requirements and increased rate 
of firepower, even with fewer units, make 
SAM-D the cheapest solution to the air
def ense threat to our troops. It is vital 
to our future success on the battlefield. 

I want my colleagues to be aware of 
an excellent article on SAM-D in the 
June 1973 issue of Army magazine. Mr. 
President, I ask that this article by Eu
gene Fox, "Sam-D--Air Defense for the 
1980's," be included in the RECORD at this 
time. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
a.s follows: 

SAM-D-Am DEFENSE FOR THE 1980'8 
The Army sees the SAM-D air-defense 

system as its most crucial missile develop
ment, designed for cover from the attacks of 
sophisticated air forces which could turn 
the tide of battle in the first few, critical 
days. 

The nature of conventional warfare today 
ls highly dependent on control of the air 
space over the battle area. Air-space control 
will permit the tactical movement of troops 
and equipment on the ground and will en
able decisive engagements to be fought at a · 
time and place of our choosing. Air defense, 
not critical in Korea and Vietnam, could be 
the most crucial element in achieving this 
goal in a. war against a. nation with a. capable 
air force. 

Today's air threat to U.S. forces consists 
of large numbers of high-performance air
craft in the hands of potential enemies, their 
satellites and their client states. These air
craft are improving their means of suppress
ing defensive measures, and this threatens to 
neutralize our air-defense units now in the 
field. We must have an air-defense system 
that can Inflict heavy losses in the face of 
highly refined electronic countermeasures 
(ECM), tactical formations and tactical 
maneuvers. 

The late hostilities in Southeast Asia a.re 
not typical of conditions faced by a field 
army. The density of targets was quite small 
compared to our previous experiences. His
torically, each air combat sortie had killed 
at least one tactical target in a battle of 
field armies. Thus, In light of what we know, 
the effectiveness of air defense can mean 
the difference between a. successful operation 
and a swift defeat. 

Today there are fl ve systems in our family 
of ground-based air defense. The Nike-Her
cules has high altitude and long range. The 
improved Ha.wk has low-to-medium altitude 
and intermediate range. The Chaparral mis
sile and the Vulcan automatic gun provide 
short-range, low-altitude coverage at key 
locations. Finally, the Redeye man-portable 
system provides self-defense for individual 
combat units. Together they are a. com
posite air-defense group of weapons which 
complement each other in establishing the 
protection necessary !or our field forces. 

We must measure the capabilities of our 
current air-defense weapons under realistic 
conditions in which the attacking aircraft 
use all t. vaila.ble techniques to defeat our de
fenses. This must be done, of course, by 1980. 

The Nike-Hercules and Hawk were built 
with the technology of the 1950s. They have 
been improved through the years and are 
still useful and capable weapons. By 1980, 
however, they Will be very old and main
tenance costs will be extremely high. Their 
ability to operate when the enemy's defensive 
measures are highly refined will be severely 
hampered. Essentially, the enemy will make 
these systems electronically "sightless" by 
using a wide range of electronic counter
measures and tactical maneuvers. 

Even were these systems to be further im
proved, there are four critical requirements 
which cannot be met at reasonable cost and 
constant strengths: increased rate of fire
power; Increased effectiveness and ability to 
survive under hostile conditions; improved 
combat readiness and ability to operate in 
the field; and reduced cost of ownership. 

The SAM-D system ls being developed to 
meet these needs and will have few major 
pieces of equipment when compared to its 
predecessors. 

Under the direction of the weapon control 
computer, the phased-array radar (PAR) will 
simultaneously perform all acquisition, 
tracking and missile guidance functions 
against many different targets, replacing ten 
radars now employed with Nike-Hercules 
and improved Hawk. 

The weapons-control unit will have a digi
tal computer which automatically controls 
many launchers, the radar and the missiles 
in flight. It will house the necessary operator 
displays and controls while a separate vehicle 
will furnish power for both radar and 
weapons-control functions. 

The launcher will transport four missiles 
in sealed canisters and will erect and fire 
them under automatic control of the system 
computer. There will be many launchers with 
each fire section. 

The missile will be supersonic and very 
maneuverable with a high-explosive warhead 
and command and semiactive homing guid
ance that is highly immune to electronic 
countermeasures. Its range and altitude will 
allow any known aircraft to be intercepted. 

A grouping of the radar, weapons-control 
unit, launchers and a power unit is called a. 
fire section-the smallest SAM-D configura
tion that can provide air defense. The com
puter software schedules and commands the 
phased-array radar and, combined with the 
radar, in fractions of a second steers the 
beams electronically to various points in 
space. Thus, all necessary radar functions 
will be performed nearly simultaneously and 
many sequences of engagements, from target 
search to warhead detonation, will occur at 
the same time. 

A typical sequence of engagements for 
SAM-D might begin with the system's radar 
searching in an assigned area. A potential 
target entering the area would be quickly 
checked to assure that it was a. valid target 
and a hostile one. When these conditions are 
met and the target entered the engagement 
zone, a missile would be launched to a pre
dicted intercept point. The tracking, through 
missile guidance within the missile, provides 
vital engagement data to the computer. Mis
sile guidance commands are determined by 
the computer, using information received 
through the radar from both missile and tar
get. The warhead inside the missile ls deto
nated at the precise moment to insure 
highest lethality and target kill. 

SAM-D is just completing the first year of 
a five-year, full scale development program. 
In early 1972, an advanced development pe
riod of 4 Y2 years ended successfully and met 
all objectives. Hundreds of tracking tests 
were performed against controlled aircraft 

and targets of opportunity. Dozens of demon
strations and simulations of a unique track
via-missile (TVM) guidance system were 
conducted. Eight missile flight tests were 
flown. The risk in entering the full scale de
velopment effort was minimized. During ad
vanced development, a weapons-control 
computer, a control console with visual dis
play and a multifunction phased-array radar 
were_ built. This equipment ls now being 
modified for use in the initial testing phases 
of the full sea.le development program to be 
conducted at White Sands Missile Range in 
New Mexico. 

SAM-D will outperform today's systems: 
it will have four times the capability of our 
current systems against the expected ECM 
threat. In addition, the same SAM-D design 
will maintain an effective defense capability 
under conditions up to six times this threat. 
The phased-array radar allows a substantial 
increase in the number of engagements at 
any given time, and contributes to a better 
defense by using fewer fire units. 

Can SAM-D survive on the battlefield? Yes, 
SAM-D will survive and continue to perform 
its mission. SAM-D has several unique means 
of reducing vulnerability: It will have a less 
distinctive battlefield signature, because a 
small number of equipment elements will 
make it very difficult to find from the ground 
or air; the system can be moved rapidly and 
the remote location of its launchers will not 
reveal the site of other system equipment; 
SAM-D's high rate of fire and its ability to 
operate under heavy attack will allow it to 
inflict severe casualties on an enemy. The 
non-rotating radar antenna will be easily 
camouflaged. Electronic scanning, in con
tra.st to mechanical scanning, permits use 
of operating techniques that will reduce the 
effectiveness of existing anti-radiation mis
siles (ARM). This particular matter is being 
intensively Investigated to insure that 
SAM-D will make the maximum use of its 
system capabilities. The unique track-via.
missile (TVM) guidance system will reduce 
miss distances and increase kill probability. 

SAM-D ls an expensive program. Although 
it ls the most costly of the Army's tactical 
weapon systems now being developed, it will 
result in significant savings in manpower 
and operations. Current planning for SAM-D 
deployment will reduce air-defense man
power requirements by almost 50 percent 
and so save in personnel costs which have 
risen dramatically in the last few years. In 
addition, the annual operating costs of SAM
D will be less than 70 percent of the Nike
Hercules and the improved Hawk replaced. 

The electronic advances worked into ea.ch 
of our long-range air-defense systems tell us 
what one might expect from system opera
tion based on technology alone. The vacuum 
tubes of the 1950s (Nike-Hercules technol
ogy) were replaced by the transistors of the 
1960s (improved Hawk technology), resulting 
in a conspicuous increase in electronic com
ponent reliability. Now the advanced inte
grated circuits of the 1970s further Increase 
reliability. SAM-D will be essentially an in
tegrated-circuit system. Any fielded air
defense weapon must have a high percentage 
of "on the air" time. We must pay the main
tenance and manning costs required to keep 
the older technology systems "on the air" 
until SAM-D is deployed. 

Controlling costs is of para.mount concern. 
Today SAM-D is meeting its cost objectives 
and this knowledge engenders confidence 
that future goals will be met. 

The Department of Defense requires a 
strict cost management system. The full scale 
development contracts include incentives for 
outstanding performance and severe penal
ties for failure to meet cost goals. Two spe
cial features of the SAM-D management sys
tem a.re the Requirements Control Boa.rd 
(RCB) and the Systems Engineering Cost 
Reduction Assistance Contractor (SECRAC). 
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The Requirements Control Board was es

tablished to insure austerity: It reviews re
quirements that influence cost and deter
mines at the senior levels of the Army what 
alterations can be ma.de to keep costs low. 
This board includes two assistant secretar
ies of the Army, along with several senior 
genera.I officers and the SAM-D project man
ager. The SECRAC checks 'the prime con
tractor's operation from a system viewpoint 
and assures the cheapest solution. As a.n 
independent contractor, SECRAC has stimu
lated more healthy cost reductions by the 
prime contractor. Special areas for investiga
tion are selected by the Army and independ
ently by the SECRAC contractor. 

No discussion of the SAM-D program would 
be complete without a brief examination of 
the issues which directly concern its con
tinued development. The Congress has 
looked, is looking and will continue to look 
at SAM-D very carefully. Cost is a major 
issue. The total program will run about $4.5 
billion, so the management controls previ
ously described are of considerable interest 
to anyone who examines the program. 

The need for SAM-D is also questioned, but 
the need is not complex. So long as our coun
try intends to maintain forces that must 
win if committed to combat, there must be 
adequate air-defense protection. The air
defense organization must integrate with the 
rest of the force structure to permit the 
greatest flexibility in offensive and defensive 
operations. The force commander must not 
be limited in his options due to lack of air 
defense. SAM-D is needed because it is the 
only system that will be able to defeat the 
threat of the 1980s; the other systems wlll 
have become obsolete and SAM-D is the most 
cost-effective solution to the air-defense 
threat. 

The survivabllity of SAM-Dis also a major 
consideration. We have already mentioned 
the threat that includes antiradiation mis
siles. SAM-D is being built from the ground 
up to live on the battlefield of the future. 
lit is being designed to be able to inflict such 
prohibitive losses on the enemy that any 
future adversary would be discouraged from 
attacking. No known system can be built to 
withstand defeat, but the price for defeating 
SAM-D will be extremely high-higher than 
an enemy should be wllling to pay. 

SAM-D is the only air-defense weapon that 
can offer our forces the protection necessary 
to maintain their combat effectiveness. The 
SAM-D concept and much of its hardware 
have been rigorously proved through an ad
vanced development program to insure a 
minimum-risk effort. The reduced mainte
nance and manpower requirements and in
creased rate of firepower, even with fewer 
units, make SAM-D the cheapest solution to 
the air-defense threat. The reduced man
power needs are particularly significant in 
view of the volunteer Army and the higher 
costs of personnel. SAM-D is a major part 
of the modernization program for equipping 
the Army. It is vital to our future success 
on the battlefield. 

CATEGORICAL CEILING AMENDMENT, NO. 532 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, my 
amendment No. 532 ... o H.R. 8286, the 
military procurement bill, will be con
sidered in the Senate tomorrow. 

I have prepared a memorandum which 
describes the impact of the amendment 
in some detail, and I ask unanimous con
sent that that document, along with the 
text of the amendment, be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the material 
and amendment were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
McGOVERN CATEGORICAL CEILING AMENDMENT 

(Brief Explanation of Amendment No. 532) 
While it does not set overall spending ceil

ings, amendment number 532 does set dollar 

or number ceilings in four specific categories 
covered by H.R. 9286-procurement, research 
and development, active duty Inilitary man
power, and civilian manpower. It does not cut 
specific programs within those areas. It also 
provides that any further Inilitary aid to In
dochina should be funded through the For
eign Military Sales and Assistance Act, al
ready approved by the Senate, rather than 
through Pentagon appropriations. 

OVERALL :rMPACT 

Amendment number 532 would leave a 
total fiscal 1974 program of $77.8 billion for 
DOD's military and military assistance opera
tions, compared to the Administration's pro
posed $85.2 billion. However, it is important 
to note that appropriations for military pro
curement and research and development are 
typically made well ahead of actual spending. 
For example, only about 15 per cent of the 
procurement money requested for appropria
tions in 1974 would actually be spent in the 
fiscal year. Therefore, the major savings un
der amendment number 532 would not accrue 
until fiscal 1975 or later, and the total im
pact would probably be spread over several 
years. 

So the purpose of the amendment is not 
so much to address this year's Pentagon 
spending program, as it is to forestall dramat
ic increases in future years. The Brookings 
Institution document, Setting National 
Priorities: The 1974 Budget, projects that the 
current Pentagon request will mean spend
ing at an annual rate of $104 billion by 1978. 
The large gap in the Administration's pro
gram between estimated 1974 outlays ($79.0 
billion) and requested appropriations ($85.2 
billion) is another indication that costs will 
escalate sharply unless reasonable ceilings 
are established now. 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

(1) The amendment would authorize $9,-
895,235,000 in new appropriations !or Inili
tary procurement, compared to the Adminis
tration's request of $13,200,000 and the Com
mittee's recommendation of $12,388,235,000. 

However, since it is a limit on new appro
priations, not on spending, the spending im
pact o! the amendment is best measured by 
weighing it against total appropriations, in
cluding funds from prior years, which have 
not yet been spent. As of June 30, 1973, DOD 
had $25.941 billion in unexpended procure
ment funds ($19.970 billion obligated, $6.151 
billion unobligated}. Adding this year's Com
mittee figure, total procurement money 
would be $38.329 billion, from which the 
amendment cuts $2.493 billion, or about 6.5 
per cent. 

(2) The amendment proposes appropria
tions of $6,964,033,000 for research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation. The Administra
tion's request was $8,557,900,000, and the 
Committee figure is $8,059,733,000. 

As of June 30, 1973, DOD had $4.462 bil
lion in unexpended R. D. T. and E. funds 
($4.104 billion obligated, $0.358 billion un
obligated) from appropriations in prior years. 
The total with the Committee figure included 
is $12.521 billion, from which the amendment 
cuts $1.096 billion, or about 8.7 per cent. 

(3) The amendment would make a slight 
addition al cut in active duty military man
power, beyond the Committee reduction. The 
manpower ceiling at the end of fiscal 1974 
would be 2,066,902, down 9,900 from the Com
mittee figure and 166,000 from the Adminis
tration request. Reductions should come from 
excessive support forces and from among the 
600,000 U.S. forces stationed abroad or at sea. 

(4) The amendment calls for a ten per cent 
reduct ion in the Pentagon's civilian bureau
cracy, leaving a year-end ceiling of 911,700 
direct-hire civilians, compared to the Ad
minist rat ion's recommendat ion of 1,013,000. 
Active duty manpower has been reduced by 
nearly 37 per cent since the 1968 Vietnam 
peak; civilian manpower has been reduced 
only 21 per cen t , and there is act ually a slight 

increase planned for fiscal 1974. The amend
ment would make the cuts more nearly pro
port ional. 

(5) The proposed $952 million in Penta
gon-funded aid to Indochina would be elim
inated, in line with language in S. 1443, the 
Foreign Military Sales and Assistance Act, 
which already authorizes Inilitary aid to 
Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia to whatever 
amounts are appropriated by the Congress. 
That bill, which has already passed the Sen
ate, also provides that no military aid shall 
be given to South Vietnam or Laos, "unless 
• • . such assistance is furnished under this 
Act." 

AMENDMENT NO. 532 

At the end of title I add a new section as 
follows: 

"SEC. 102. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, the sum which may be 
appropriated in the fiscal year 1974 for the 
use of the Armed Forces of the United States 
for procurement under this title shall not 
exceed a total amount of $9,895,235,000." 

At the end of title II add a new section 
as follows : 

" SEC. 202. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, the sum which may be 
appropriated in the fiscal year 1974 for the 
use of the Armed Forces of the United States 
for research, development, test, and evalua
tion under this title shall not exceed a total 
amount of $6,964,033,000." 

On page 20, in line five, strike the figure 
"156,100," and insert in lieu thereof the 
figure "166,000". 

On page 20, after line 17, insert a new sub
section as follows: 

"(c) The end year strength !or direct-hire 
civilian personnel employed by the Armed 
Forces of the United States or by agencies of 
the Department of Defense shall not exceed 
911,700". 
· On page 27, in line 1, strike out the words, 
"Not to exceed $952,000,000," and insert in 
lieu thereof the word "None". 

AMENDMENT NO. 501 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HUD
DLESTON). The Senate will now proceed 
to the consideration of an amendment by 
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , 
No. 501, on which there will be 1 hour of 
debate. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 501 and ask that 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and the 
amendment will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

On page 20, line 9, immediately after "shall 
be" insert the following: " ( 1) made first 
from members of such department who were 
involuntarily inducted into the Armed 
Forces under the Military Selective Service 
Act (or prior comparable legislation) and 
h ave not subsequently reenlisted, and (2) " . 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the Con

gress is taking an initial step which 
should receive the approval of all Amer
icans. A provision of the defense author
ization bill reduces the size of our mili
tary strength by 156,100 by June 30, 
1974. I congratulate the Committee on 
Armed Services for its work in this area. 

A reduction in the overall strength of 
the Armed Forces will not hinder a 
strong defense policy for the United 
States. The military forces should be 
strong in this time of peace, but strength 
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need not be synonymous with numbers 
of men and women in uniform. 

Mr. President, my amendment requires 
the armed services to give priority in 
the reduction of their ranks to those 
individuals who were involuntarily con
scripted. This Nation has seen fit to in
novate in the areas of military manpower 
by organizing an All-Voluntary Army. 
Although opposing arguments for a Vol
untary Armed Forces still ring in the 
halls of the Pentagon, the armed services 
must take every initiative to generate its 
continued success. 

The Armed Forces have involuntarily 
inducted 144,242 individuals since Jan
uary of 1971. Because of the temporary 
nature of their attachment to the Armed 
Forces, these individuals fill the least de
sirable positions within the services. 

Let us continue to have a strong de
fensive posture, but let us achieve that 
posture with efficiency and management 
in the utilization of military personnel. 
Although the pending amendment is di
rected to personnel management at the 
lower echelons of the service, a word of 
caution should be directed to the higher 
echelons. The alarming quantity of 
higher grade officers must be closely 
examined by the Committee on Armed 
Services during the 93d Congress to de
termine whether an airplane will only 
:fly under the control of a colonel, and a 
tank can only be directed by a general. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, and remove draftees from 
the military services at the earliest pos
sible date. This is a first step in per
sonnel management. 

My amendment pertains to those mem
bers who were involuntarily conscripted 
into the Armed Forces against their free 
choice. It does not include those initially 
drafted, but who then volunteered for 
active service in order to receive special 
privileges. 

Under my amendment, the reduction 
of the 156,100 men required by the De
partment of Defense Appropriations Au
thorization Act now before us, will be 
apportioned among the four major serv
ices. If, for example, the Secretary of 
Defense apportions to the Army a re
duction of 80,000, the first individuals 
who should be released are those who are 
in the service against their will by vir
tue of the draft. Figures are not avail
able from the Department of Defense on 
the number of draftees on active duty 
presently, but an arbitrary figure of 
50,000 may accurately indicate present 
Army draftee manpower personnel. This 
reflects the 49,514 drafted during 1972, 
646 drafted in 1973, minus a percentage 
of those who volunteered after being in
ducted, plus a limited number who may 
still be on active duty who were drafted 
in 1971. Using this assumption, of the 
80,000 personnel to be reduced from the 
Army in my example, the first 50,000 
would be those involuntarily conscripted. 

The return to civilian life of the 50,000 
draftees does not relieve us of our re
sponsibility for their future. They were 
taken from their jobs, professions, 
schooling, and loved ones; placed into a 
foreign environment against their wills 
and will now be veterans, having served 
their country, some 1n time of intema-

tional conflict. We must do all we can 
to assure their successful reintegration 
into civilian life, but our first duty is to 
assure their earliest release from the mil
itary service. We owe these people so 
·much for their service to their country. 

Mr. President, the Armed Services 
Committee has recommended that sup
port personnel, rather than combat 
troops, be the first priority of reduction. 
A significant number of draftees have 
been combat-trained. However, the re
duction of involuntary draftees from the 
combat forces will open up positions for 
the career individual to fill. The career 
soldier should be the one trained in com
bat techniques and ready to move into 
any place in the world. 

Further, many of the involuntary 
draftees presently in service are consci
entious objectors, not eligible for combat 
duty. These individuals may be removed 
from the service without lessening the 
quality of our combat readiness. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that the 
50,000 draftees presently serving on ac
tive duty in the armed services can be 
removed without endangering our de
fense capability. The Congress and the 
military are in accord that the all
volunteer army should be given every 
chance to work. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee stated on 
September 24, 1973, on the floor of the 
Senate that he did not think that "the 
Congress can or should pass any selective 
service legislation for at least 2 more 
years. Having gone as far as we have," 
he said, "we must be certain that this 
plan is given a real chance and, to that 
end, all commissioned officers and non
commissioned officers must make a spe
cial effort to see that they have done 
their best to make it work." 

I agree with the distinguished chair
man, and call upon the military man
power management to make it work. To 
say in the meantime that it cannot work 
unless the 50,000 draftees presently on 
active duty remain there, is to admit 
defeat before the program has had a 
chance for success. 

Mr. President, earlier this week, this 
body gave its overwhelming approval to 
a proposal of mine which provided for 
an equitable recomputation of retirement 
pay for military personnel. That proposal 
was actively supported by all of the 
military-oriented organizations in the 
Nation. 

On this issue, however, there are no 
large interest groups to come here and 
lobby for the interests of the 50,000 men 
represented by my amendment because 
the draftee is not represented by any in
terest group. He relies upon his elected 
officials for just treatment under the 
law. 

The least we can do in our wisdom 
here is to look out for the interests of 
these men that want to return to their 
civilian education, jobs and families. The 
least we can do is expedite their return. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, it is 
with great regret that I must oppose the 
amendment proposed by the distin
guished senior Senator from Indiana. 

This amendment would require the 
Department of Defense to release draft
ees first when the 156,100 manpower re
duction is made. 

This amendment is contrary to the 
recommendation of the committee which 

·would allow the Secretary of Defense to 
apportion the committee-recommended 
156,100 manpower reduction among the 
various services and mission areas. The 
release of draftees would affect only the 
Army, since they are the only one to 
have draftees, and would affect prin
cipally the combat and mission units. 
The Senate has already turned down a 
proposed amendment to require reduc
tions in headquarters and commands. 
This amendment essentially would re
quire reductions in combat and other 
field units. 

This amendment is inconsistent with 
the sense of Congress statement adopted 
by the Senate a few days ago. This sense 
of Congress statement urges that the 
manpower reduction be taken in an equal 
percentage by grade. The pending 
amendment would require draftees who 
hold low grades to be released. Thus, it 
would aggravate the grade creep prob
lem, which, in my opinion, is one of the 
more serious problems faced by the De
partment of Defense today. 

Unfortunately, we may need privates 
more than we need colonels. The Army 
has already fallen short of its strength 
objectives as a result of recruiting short
falls under the all-volunteer concept. 
These shortfalls are all in the ·young 
new men who fill combat units. The 
amendment would add to the shortfall 
in young men who man combat units. 
This would seriously affect the readiness 
and combat capability of the Army divi
sions. It would least affect the headquar
ters and support structure that ought to 
be reduced. 

Mr. President, in a recent article which 
was critical of some reductions, it was 
nevertheless pointed out that in an Army 
of 800,000 men, we have only 120,000 
actual combat troops, and this amend
ment would increase that problem. 

This amendment would reduce the dol
lar savings that could be made in the De
fense budget as a result of the manpower 
cut recommended by the committee, since 
it would require a large number-about 
50,000-low-grade, and thus lower-paid 
enlisted men to be released first, rather 
than requiring the Department of De
fense to make the reduction in higher
grade people. 

Finally, there is a question of equity 
involved. The amendment would force 
out drafters-even if some were not ready 
to leave. But it would tend to keep in men 
who enlisted only because of the draft. 
Thus, you could have two men treated 
differently. The one who was drafted but 
for some personal reason may wish to 
stay in a bit longer would be forced out. 
The one who enlisted at the same time 
to escape the draft and now wanted to 
get out would not be released. This does 
not seem equitable to some of us. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield myself such 
time as I may require. 

Mr. President, I hold the distinguished 
Senator from Indiana 1n great esteem 
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and high affection, but I feel it my duty 
to oppose this amendment. 

I rise in opposition to the amendment 
which seeks to impose upon the Armed 
Forces the requirement to extend priority 
in the reduction of their ranks to those 
individuals who were involuntarily con
scripted. 

When the President expressed his de
sire to end conscription and achieve an 
All-Volunteer Force, the military planned 
for and implemented a number of pro
grams for transition to a draft-free en
vironment by July 1, 1973. As Senators 
know, the Department of Defense beat 
this goal by 6 months. 

There were no provisions, however, 
for the early release of draftees from the 
Army once that goal had been reached. 

This amendment would impose upon 
the Army a course of action so narrow 
in scope and so contrary to good per
sonnel management procedures that we 
could not possibly hold this service ac
countable for a conscientious, workable 
solution to whatever reduction in force 
is finally decided upon. 

The reduction, whatever the size, must 
be executed as a balanced reduction with 
respect to grade, skills, and mix of cate
gories of personnel. In executing a di
rected strength reduction, the Depart
ment of Defense must be guided by the 
policies of maintaining the readiness of 
Army forces, insuring a proper balance 
of grade, quality and type personnel re
maining in the Army, and taking neces
sary action to insure that a minimum 
of turbulence results subsequent to the 
program's implementation. 

Maintaining the readiness of Army 
forces 1s a paramount consideration in 
any strength reduction. Forces must be 
properly balanced with the right kinds 
of people, grades, and skills. The Army, 
as the only service affected by this 
amendment, should not be forced to fol
low the provisions of a law which is dis
criminatory in nature. It 1s particularly 
discriminating against the draft-moti
vated volunteer who enlisted but 1s as 
concerned with an early return to civil
ian life as are draftees. 

In other words, it is as simple as this: 
Are we going to show a priority to a man 
who was drafted over a man who enlisted 
at just about the same time, and leave 
the volunteer in and take the draftee 
out? If anything, it seems to me the 
priority should be given to the fellow 
who volunteered and not to the man who 
was drafted. Some may say that he vol
unteered because he knew he was going 
to be drafted. That may be the case. But 
still he volunteered and why should the 
draftee who did not go in until he had 
to go in be given a priority over the vol
unteer. We think the amendment is dis
criminatory and not fair. Therefore, we 
hope the Senate will reject the amend
ment. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 19 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I think 
that the Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from South Carolina are dedi
cated adherents to what they believe is 
the proper approach on this matter, but 

the fact is that they have things twisted 
around. 

The substance of a Volunteer Army 
is that it is for those who volunteer. 
The quicker we remove the draftees the 
better off they are. In substance what 
we are saying is that we are giving the 
dirty work to the draftees; they cannot 
get rid of the man doing the job because 
they might put in a man who volun
teered. 

If Senators believe the Army should 
be a combat ready operation we should 
answer the question, "Who do you want 
behind the gun; the man who said he 
wanted to be there, who volunteered for 
this operation, or the man who was 
forced to be there against his will, who 
is going to come out in around 2 years?" 
He is looking to the day he will be re
leased from the service and not be uti
lized. Are we going to force out the 
draftee or the volunteer? That is the 
substance of the amendment. 

If Senators do not agree with this 
amendment they force out the man who 
says, "I want to be of service." The man 
who wanted to escape the draft gets 
special preference. He may have been 
on the verge of being drafted, but by 
enlisting he got his preference. 

The volunteer is not in the same cate
gory as the draftee who is doing some
thing against his will. Since the policy 
of this Nation is to make the Volunteer 
Army work we should be providing that 
opportunity, and that would be to use 
the volunteers and to use them quickly 
and in the fashion that is intended. If 
the draftee wants to stay in, he cer
tainly can. He can go back to the en
listment office and they will be glad to 
keep him in. We want people to have 
an opportunity to do what they want to 
do. We want to have an all-Volunteer 
Army. 

I urge Senators to agree to the amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. President, I am prepard to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, we 
are prepared to yield back our time. 

Mr. HARTKE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
yield back our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. The question ls on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Indiana. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. ERVIN) and the Senator from Ar
kansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. ERVIN) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) is neces
sarily absent. 

Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) is absent because 
of illness. 

The result was announced-yeas 19, 
nays 76, as follows: 

Abourezk 
Bayh 
Burdick 
Church 
Clark 
Cranston 
Gravel 

[No. 422 Leg.) 
YEAS-19 

Hartke 
Hatfield 
Huddleston 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 

NAYS-76 

McClure 
Moss 
Nelson 
Percy 
Schweiker 

Aiken Eastland Montoya 
Allen Fannin Muskie 
Baker Fong Nunn 
Bartlett Goldwater Packwood 
Beall Griffin Pastore 
Bellman Gurney Pell 
Bennett Hansen Proxmire 
Bentsen Hart Randolph 
Bible Haskell Ribicoff 
Biden Hathaway Roth 
Brock Helms Scott, Hugh 
Brooke Hollings Scott, 
Buckley Hruska William L. 
Byrd, Humphrey Sparkman 

Harry F., Jr. Inouye Stafford 
Byrd, Robert C. Javits Stennis 
Cannon Johnston Stevens 
Case Kennedy Stevenson 
Chiles Long Symington 
Cook Mathias Talmadge 
Cot ton McClellan Thurmond 
Curtis McGee Tower 
Dole McGovern Tunney 
Domenici Mcintyre Weicker 
Dominick Metcalf Williams 
Eagleton Mondale Young 

NOT VOTING-5 
Ervin Pearson Taft 
Fulbright Saxbe 

So Mr. HARTKE's amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed oo. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of the read
ing clerks, announced that the House had 
further disagreed to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 44 and 45 to the 
bill (H.R. 8825) making appropriations 
for the Department of Housing and urban 
Development; for space, science, vet
erans, and certain other independent 
executive agencies, boards, commissions, 
and corporations for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1974, and for other purposes, 
had agreed to the further conference re
quested by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that 
Mr. BOLAND, Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. 
SHIPLEY, Mr. RousH, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. 
CHAPPELL, Mr. GIAIMO, Mr. MAHON, Mr. 
TALCOTT, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. SCHERLE, Mr. 
RUTH, and Mr. CEDERBERG were appointed 
managers of the conference on the part 
of the House. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills: I further announce that the Senator 

from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) ls absent on of
fl.cial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 

S. 464. An act for the relief of Guido 
Bellanca;and 

S. 2075. An act to authorize the Secre-
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tary of the Interior to engage in feasi
bility investigation of certain potential 
water resource developments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. NELSON) subsequently signed 
the enrolled bills. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill (H.R. 9286) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1974 for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test and 
evaluation, for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each Re
serve component of the Armed Forces, 
and the military training student loads, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to Proxmire amendment No. 515 
on which there shall be 2 hours of de
bate. The clerk will report the amend
ment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 30, between lines 2 and 3, insert 

a new section as follows: 
"SEC. 703. Notwithstanding any ot her pro

vision of law, the aggregate a.mount that may 
be expended for Department of Defense, 
military functions, during the fiscal year be
ginning July 1, 1973, shall not exceed $74,-
200,000,000." 

On page 30, line 3, strike out "SEc. 703" 
and insert "SEC. 704". 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. Prnsident, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

I do not expect to take my full time. I 
do not expect that the opposition will 
take their full time. I think that we may 
be able to have a vote within an hour or 
so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would 
the Senator please suspend until the 
Senate is in order? I ask the Senators to 
take their seats or move to the cloak
rooms. 

The Senator from Wisconsin may pro
ceed. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, may 
I say that a little later on in my speech 
I intend to show why in my view I think 
that this vote tonight will represent the 
clearest anti-inflation opportunity that 
the Senators will have to vote on in this 
session. 

Mr. President, the amendment I offer 
today will allow every Member of this 
Chamber to answer th~ question: Why 
should peace cost more than war? 
• My amendment answers this question 

by stating that war should not cost more 
than peace. At a minimum, we should be 
able to hold spending to last year's 
level-a level still inflated by high ex
penditures for Southeast Asia. 

That is exactly what my amendment 
would do. It would involve no cut in 
spending from last year's level. It would 
permit the same expenditures as ap
proved last year. There is no reason in 
the world why the Defense Department 
cannot provide every necessary article 
and pay every necessary soldier out of 

the same amount of money spent during 
the fiscal year 1973. That is the modest 
proposal I make. 

A look at the proposed fiscal year 1974 
military budget shows a remarkable 
trend. The war is over but military 
spending continues to go up. We have 
never been successful at international 
negotiations. Our most dangerous po
tential enemies have never been more 
receptive to the United States. Our lead
ers have visited China and we have 
signed an historic arms control pact with 
the Soviet Union. And yet even with this 
backdrop, peace will cost more than war. 
When tensions are at a low level and the 
international scene appears more prom
ising than at any time in recent years, 
the defense budget goes up. 

In fiscal 1973, the military functions 
category of the Department of Defense 
budget accounted for an expenditure of 
$74.2 billion. That is the outlay figure
the specific type of budget data I will be 
referring to throughout this speech. This 
is not the amount of new money provided 
to the Department of Defense or New Ob
ligatory Authority. Neither is it the total 
amount of money authorized and appro
priated and carried forward-Total Ob
ligatory Authority. It is the amount that 
actually is spent in any one fiscal year. 

This is why, as I will point out in more 
detail later, this amendment is such a 
specific anti-inflammatory amendment, 
far more than any amendment that 
would just cut obligational authority. 

According to the new budget request, 
military functions outlays will increase 
by $4 billion to $78.4 billion. Peace this 
year will cost more than war last year. It 
is hard to believe but true. 

Mr. President, when the question why 
does peace cost more than war was asked 
in congressional hearings, the answer 
came back from then Secretary Richard
son, peace costs more than war due to in
flation, personnel compensation and de
ferments in modernization of our forces. 

Let us examine each of these answers 
in turn. 

First, inflation and personnel compen
sation. It is clear to all involved that 
costs have risen steeply. With manpower 
now consuming 56 percent of the budget 
there is no question about the enormous 
effect pay raises have had on the budget. 

But just how much is involved here? 
The Defense Department says that of the 
$4.1 billion increase in total obligatory 
authortiy for fiscal year 1974, $3.2 bil
lion or 78 percent represents military, 
civilian and retired pay cost increases. 
Since such costs are incurred in 1 year, 
this also roughly represents the amount 
reflected in outlays. This is confirmed 
by other data indicating that the specific 
outlay cost of pay increases and the re
tirement system reform for fiscal year 
1974 will be $3.05 billion. 

Almost all of the remaining increase 
goes to inflation on materials and serv
ices purchased by DOD. This is the Pen
tagon claim, and I have no reason to 
doubt it. It makes a clear point and one 
that we should all keep in mind. By using 
the Pentagon's figures, there is about $4 
billion in the new budget for inflation, 
pay, and retired compensation. This is 
almost the entire increase asked for in 
fiscal year 1974. 

Mr. President, I accept these figures. 
But let us examine what has hap

pened to the war in Indochina. 
Again speaking in terms of outlays or 

spending, the full cost to the Department 
of Defense for Southeast Asia in fiscal 
year 1973 was $6.98 billion or close to $7 
billion. The incremental outlay cost for 
the same year was $5.88 billion. 

Now for the new fiscal year 1974 data. 
The original outlay figure for the full 
cost to the Department of Defense budg
et was $4.61 billion. The incremental cost 
outlay was $4.069 billion. 

These outlay statistics have been modi
fied downward thanks to the Paris Peace 
Agreement. The Deputy Secretary of De
fense, Mr. William Clements, has tes
tified that military assistance service 
funded has been reduced twice because 
of the cease-fire. It has been reduced by 
$500 million in ceiling and $700 million 
in new obligatory authority. Reductions 
are possible because of the lower levels 
of activity in South Vietnam and Laos 
and are based on classified assumptions 
and projections contained in documents 
given to the Armed Services Committee. 

The result of these reductions in the 
military assistance service funded pro
gram means a corresponding reduction 
in the outlay budget for fiscal year 1974. 
We can now expect the outlay figure for 
t'he full DOD cost to be closed to $4 bil
lion and the increments cost outlay ceil
ing to be well under $4 billion. 

This then highlights the actual savings 
from the ending of the war. The outlay 
savings from fiscal year 1973 to fiscal 
year 1974 will be at lea-St $3 billion. 

Now remember that the Defense De
partment has stated that their $4 bil
lion increase this year is taken up by 
items they have no control over, such as 
pay increases, retirement increases, and 
inflation. 

When you subtract the savings from 
the war, of at least $3 billion from the 
total uncontrolled $4 billion increase, 
there turns out to be only a $1 billion 
difference in this budget. 

In other words, if Congress can find 
a way to prune only $1 billion out of the 
defense budget in unnecessary or waste
ful spending, then there is no reason 
why we cannot live within last year's 
budget. 

1.\1:r. President, there are ample histori
cal precedents for believing that the de
fense budget could be held in check. You 
notice I say held in check, not cut back, 
for the amendment I am offering would 
only do that-keep spending to last 
year's level. 

After every previous war, the United 
States has managed to find ways to re
tw·n to prewar normal budgets plus in
flation and pay increases. 

In 1944 at the height of World War 
II, this country purchased $87.4 billion 
worth of war goods and services. Three 
years later, after the war, we had re
turned to a level of $9.1 billion. We re
duced that budget for national defense 
by $78 billion. These statistics, by the 
way, come out of the Economic Report 
of the President transmitted to Congress 
in January of this year. 

In 1953 at the height of the Korean 
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war, our budget for national defense 
totaled $48. 7 billion. Two years later this 
t 'i.ldget was down to $313.6 billion OT -$10 
liliion less. 

Now it mm;t be remembered that after 
.
7 .::11·ld W.ar .II, wJth the abolition of fiscal 

c.:mtrols, inflation rose significantly. The 
same is true of the Korean war period. 
And the same is true now. That is why 
these historical examples remain rele
vant today. 

Mr. President I ask unanimous con-

filATIONAL INCOME OR EXPENDITURE 

sent that the President's table contain
ing these statistics be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TABLE "C-1.-GROSS NATJONAL PRODUCT OR EXPEl'tDITUR£, 1929-72 

Percent 
change 

Government purchases ot goods and :.ervices' from 

Total Gross "Net Federal 
preceding 

period, 
gross Personal private exports ot total gross 

national consumption domestic goods and National State and national 
Year or qu.arter product expenditures 1 investment 2 services 3 Total Total defenses Other local product e 

Billions ot dollars 

1929 ___ ---- _ -- -- _ --- -- --- -- -- __ ---- 103.1 11-2 lf. 2 1.1 8. 5 1.3 1.3 7. 2 
1933 ____ ----- _ - __ ----- ------------ - 55. 6 45. 8 l. 4 .4 8. 0 2.0 2.0 6.0 - 4.2 
1939 ___________________________ __ __ 90. 5 66. ll 9. 3 1. 1 13. 3 5.1 1. 2 3. 9 8. 2 6. 9 
1°40. - --- -------- --- -- - - - ---------- 99. 7 7(l. 8 13. 1 1.7 14. 0 6.0 2. 2 3. 8 8.0 10. 2 
1941 _________________________ _ -- --- 124. 5 80. 6 17. 9 1. 3 24.8 16. 9 13. 8 3.1 7. 9 24. 9 
1042 __ - - ------- ----- --- ---- ---- ---- 157. 9 IIB.5 9.8 . o 59. 6 51. 9 49. 4 2. 5 7. 7 26. 8 
1943 ________________________ - _ - _ - - - 191.6 99.3 5. 7 - 2.0 88.6 81.1 79. 7 1.4 7. 4 21.3 
1944 ______ ------ -- - -- -- - - - - -- --- --- 210.1 108.-3 7. l -1.8 96. 5 i9.0 87. 4 1. 6 7. 5 9. 1 
1945 ____ ---__ -- ---- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - 211. 9 119. 7 J0. 6 -.6 82. 3 74. 2 73. 5 . 7 8. l . 9 
1 c45 ________ ----------- --- -- ------ 208. 5 14?. 4 30. 6 7. 5 21. o 17. 2 14. 7 2. 5 9. 8 -1.6 
~0A7 ___________________ ---------- _ 231. 3 16(l. 7 34. o 11. 5 25. l 12. 5 9.1 3. 5 12. 6 10. 9 
1948 __ -- -- ___ -- _ ---- ___ -- -- __ --- 257. 6 17J.6 46. 0 6. 4 31. 6 16. 5 10. 7 5. 8 15. 0 11. 3 
1°49_ - --- ----- - - - - - --- ----- -- ----- - 256. 5 17f. 3 35. 7 6. 1 37. 8 20. 1 13. 3 6.8 17. 7 -.4 
i950 ____ -- _ ------ ---- ----------- 284. 8 191. U 54. l U! 37. 9 18. 4 14. 1 4. 3 19. 5 11. o 
EJ5l ___ ------- - - - - - ----- --- -------- 328. 4 20f. 3 59. 3 3. 7 59. 1 37. 7 33. 6 4. 1 21.5 15. 3 
i9"52_ -- ________________ -- -- - - -- - -- - 345. 5 2If.7 51. 9 2. 2 74. 7 51. 8 45. 9 5. 9 22. 9 5. 2 
1953 ___________ - - --- -- - ----- - -- --- - 364. 6 23(1. 0 52. 6 .4 81.6 57.0 48. 7 8. 4 24. 6 5. 5 
~ 954 _ -- ----- -- ----- __ ------------ -- 364. 8 23f.-5 51. 7 1. 8 74. 8 47. 4 41.2 6. 2 27. 4 . 1 
J955_ ------- ----- - ---- ---- - -- -- -- 398. 0 251.-4 '67.4 2.0 74. 2 44. 1 38. 6 5. 5 30. 1 9.1 
i956 ___________ _________ ___________ !119. 2 26L 7 70.0 4. 0 78. 6 45. 6 40. 3 5. 3 33. 0 5. 3 
i 957 _ --- ----- _ --- __ ------ ---- ---- -- 44.l. 1 281. 4 67. 9 5. 7 86.1 49. 5 44.2 5. 3 36.6 5. 2 
1958 ____ -- __________ -- ____ -- ---- --- 447. 3 290. 1 li0.1l 2.2 94. 2 53. 6 45. 9 7. 7 40. 6 1.4 
1.959_ -- ----- --- . _ -- __ -- -- --- -- _ --- _ 483.7 311. 2 75. 3 . 1 97. o 53. 7 4£.D J.6 43. 3 8. 2 
l!roO _______________ --------------- ~03. 7 325. 2 74. 8 4. 0 99. 6 53. 5 44. 9 8. 6 46.1 4. 1 
1-961_ __ ---- -- --- _ --- -------- -- --- __ 520.l 335. l 71. 7 5. 6 107. 6 57. 4 47. 8 9. 6 50. 2 3. 2 
1 OfZ_ .. - --- - - - - - - ---- - - ----- - ---- - - 560. 3 355. 1 83. 0 5. 1 117. 1 63. 4 51. 6 11. 8 53. 7 7. 7 
1-963 _____ ---- _. _. -- --- ---- - ---- --- - 590. 5 37~. G 87. 1 5.9 122. 5 64. 2 50. 8 13. 5 58. 2 5. 4 
1%4_ -- - - - - ----- -- - ---- -- -- ------ - 632. 4 401 . 2 94. 0 8. 5 128. 7 65. 2 50.0 15. 2 63. 5 7. 1 
1965 _________ ---- ------- - -- ----- 684. 9 432. C 108. 1 6. 9 137. 0 66. 9 50. 1 16. 8 70.1 8. 3 
1966_ -- __ --- ___ -- ___ -- _ -- _ --- ---- -- 749. 9 46f.3 1'21.4 5.3 156. 8 77. 8 60. 7 17. 1 79.D 9. 5 
19£7 _________________________ ____ 793. 9 492 . l 116.6 5. 2 180.1 90. 7 72. 4 18. 4 89. 4 5. 9 
1968 __ . --- _ ------- --- --- __ ------ -- 864. 2 53f. 2 126. 0 2.5 11l9. 6 98. 8 78. 3 20. 5 100. 8 8. 9 
1969_ -- _ --- __ _ ----- - - - - - - - -- ----- -- 930. 3 57!'. 5 139. 0 1. 9 210. 0 98. 8 78. 4 20. 4 11L2 7. 6 
1970 __ ---- ___ _ ------ - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - 976.4 61f. 8 137. 1 3. 6 219. 0 96. 5 75. l 21. 5 122. 5 5. o 
J.97L _____________________ - ---- - -- - 1, 050. 4 664. 9 152. o . 7 232. 8 97. 8 71. 4 26. 3 135.1) 7. 6 
1!!72 __ -- . -- ---------- --- -- . -- ------ l , 152. 1 7ll. l 18D.2 -4.1 254.-il 105. 9 76. 2 29. 7 148. 9 9. 7 

Seasonally adjusted annual rates 

197C: l _ - - - - ----- ------ ---- ------ - 958. 0 604.1 132. 9 3. 6 217. 3 99. 7 78. 9 20. 9 117. 6 3. 9 
JI ___ - - ---- -- - - - -- -- - - - -- - ---- 971. 7 613. 4 137.7 3.-il 216. 7 96. 2 74. 7 21. 6 120. 5 5. 9 
I II _______________ ------------ 966. 3 623. o 139. -il 4. 0 219. 5 95. 2 73. 8 21. 4 124. 3 6.1 
I'll - - --- - - -- - ----------- ---- -- 989. 7 626. 5 137. 8 2. 8 222.6 95. o 72. 9 22. 1 127. 6 1. 4 

1971: '----------- ---- -- ----------- 1, 023. 4 64£. o 143. 9 4. 5 221. o 96. 2 72. 5 23. 7 130. 8 14. 3 
II_ ___________________________ 1, 043. !l 66('. 4 153. o . 1 229. 5 96. 3 71. 2 25. 0 133. 3 7. 9 
Ill_ __________________________ 1, 056. 9 67 .7 152. 2 .4 233.6 97. 9 70. 1 27. 8 135. 7 5. 4 
IV _______ ------------ - -- - -- - - 1, C78. I 681'. 5 158. 8 -2.1 240. 9 100. 7 71. 9 28. 7 140. 2 8. 3 

1972 : I_ ___ -- - ----- - ----- - --- ----- l, 109. 1 696.1 168. 1 - 4.6 249. 4 105. 7 76. 7 28. 9 143. 7 12. o 
II ____________________________ 1, 139. 4 713. 4 177. o -5.2 254.1 108. 1 78. 6 29. 6 146. o 11. 4 
111 _____ --- __ -- _ -- --- - - - - --- - - 1, 164. '.J 728. 6 183. 2 -3.-4 255. 6 1C5. 4 75.1 30. 2 150. 2 8. 9 
IV __ ---------------- - ------- - 1, 195. 8 746. 2 192. 4 -3. 0 260. 3 104. 5 74. 4 30.1 155.E 11. 4 

~ see table C----12 for detailed components. & Changes are based on unrounded data and therefore m3¥ differ slightly fro m those obtained 
2 See table C- 13 for detailed components. from published data. 

! ~: ~~bci~v~i~~nf~~~:~ and imports separately. Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
s This category corresponds closely to the national defense classif.cation in the " Budget of the 

United States Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974." 

Mr. PROXMIRE. What lesson can be 
learned from these prior war ·expe1i
ences? It is obvious that there was an 
effort to return the wartime budgets to 
peacetime levels. 

My proposal is so modest that it does 
not even ask that we do the same now. 
It simply asks that we hold the line to 
last year's level. Surely if the country 
was able to cut back on spending after 
prior wars it is not too much to expect 
that we hold-the-line after ending the 
Vietnam war. Is that too much to expect? 

om· long struggle in Indochina has 
cost this country $140 billion and the in
estimable lives of over 50,000 men. And 
,-et the Defense Department is continu-

ing the argument that we must pay 
more-this time for the weapons we 
would have made had there not been a 
Vietnam war. This is the basis of 
the modernization determent argument 
made by Secretary Richardson. Particu
larly with reg.a.rd to the NavY he states, 
we must catch up with that which was 
deferred. 

The Nation continues to pay in indi
rect ways for the Vietnam war. 

Just how much more will we pay f Ol' 
these deferred Vietnam costs? Some an
swer is provided in a table given to the 
House Appropriations Committee. This 
table indicates that in terms of total ob
ligatory authority, the amount spent on 

baseline forces for the United States
those non-Vietnam items-will increase 
from $74.7 billion in fiscal year 1973 to 
$82.1 billion in fiscal year 1974. This is 
over a $7 billion jump in baseline f oroes. 
Since only $4 billion _e.an be attributed to 
pay and inflation, it must be .concluded 
that some $3 billion is included for 
"catching up." That is a lot of "catching 
up" for 1 year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that table 22 of part 2, House Ap
propriations Committee hearings (p. 553) 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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TABLE 22.-INCREMENTAL SOUTHEAST ASIA AND BASELINE COSTS BY APPROPRIATION CATEGORY, TOA 

(In millions of donars, current pricesJ 

Fiscal year- Fiscal year-

1964 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1964 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Mili tary personnel: Mil Con: 
5, 682 5, 261 3, 881 2, 268 953 564 SEA _____ ---- - ~ 335 192 :::;-=::= 27 ----· --- -----· SEA ___________ ;;-_::-.::.-_:::. __ ::-_::-: 5, 003 

Baseline _____ -;_; _; _: _ 12, 988 14, 936 15, 660 17, 717 18, 744 20, 879 22,876 24, 115 Baseline ____ ::-;z;-..z.;;;;: 977 1, 221 959 1, 020 1, 285 1, 227 1,559 l , 892 

Tota'-----====-- 12, 988 19, 939 21, 342 22, 978 22, 625 23, 147 23, 829 24,680 TotaL·-·== 977 1, 555 1, 150 1, 020 1, 312 1, 227 l , 559 l , 892 

0. & M.: 
5, 292 2, 362 1, 276 

Baseline (non-SEA) 
6, 491 3, 464 costs: 

i~!e1fne·_-_-:::~:;:;:;:-it1iiii- 1~: ~~y 15, 795 16, 224 16, 946 18, 880 
2, 524 

19, 816 21, 821 Military retired pay •. ~ 1, 211 2, 093 2, 443 2, 853 3, 389 3,889 4, 442 5, 302 
602 614 517 601 724 859 

Total...- -=-~=--= -=-- 11, 700 20, 907 22, 285 21, 516 20, 410 21, 242 22, 341 23,098 
Family housing ______ ;;;: 
Civil defense ______ :.-:;;;:: 

1, 024 1, 167 
111 86 61 70 73 78 84 90 

Special foreign cur-
5 12 Procurement: rencY- - - ---- - - --~::-:.==--===;;:::: 5 8 3 3 

SEA ___ _ . ---- ---- -- -- -· · 8, 081 7, 259 3, 778 2, 181 2, 345 2, 735 1, 071 693 459 1, 487 935 989 1,331 
Baseline ____ ___ _____ 15, 115 14, 469 15, 032 15, 472 15, 510 16, 413 15, 887 17, 735 

Military assistance ____ ;: 989 588 

Total DOD: 
Tota'--· --'- - - ----~- 15, 115 22, 550 22, 291 19, 250 17, 691 18, 758 18, 622 18, 806 SEA __ __ ;-_::-.:=. ::.::-.:-::c. ::-___ 19, 278 19, 762 14, 401 9, 570 6, 982 6, 212 2,912 

R.O.T. & E..: 
SEA _____ ------- ----- -- - 200 138 70 Baseline ____________ 7, 049 7, 064 7, 591 7, 328 

Tota'-----=--=-·- =--=-= 7,049 7, 264 7, 730 7, 398 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Returning to the 
main point, is it possible for Congress to 
find $1 billion of waste in this budget 
and thus hold it to last years spending 
level? 

I think the answer is obvious. Consider 
what has happened in prior years. In 
1969 we cut $5.9 billion. In 1970 it was 
$6.3 billion, 1971 brought the modest 
amount of a $2.5 billion reduction. In 
1972 we found $3.9 billion in waste and 
unnecessary spending. And last year it 
was over $5.5 billion. 

From these facts alone there is no 
doubt about finding $1 billion to prune 
from this budget and thus hold the line 
at least years level. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table represent Department 
of Defense appropriations and outlays 
and congressional action for the years 
1969 through 1973 be printed in the 
RECORD, 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPR IATIONS AN O OUTLAYS 

[In millions of dollars) 

Appropriations 

Con-
gres· Budget 

sional author-
Fiscal year 

Presi
dent's 
budget 

request action ity Outlays 

1969: 
Military functions. ::-.:: ___ 82, 133 -5, 912 
Military assistance______ 716 -45 

76, 221 
671 

77, 872 
789 

TotaL. ::_: _____ ;;_ ; _; _ 82, 849 -5, 957 76, 892 78, 661 

1970: 
Military functions_::-;;;:.;;_ 80, 471 -6, 085 
Military assistance _____ .; 700 -280 

74, 386 
420 

77, 150 
731 

TotaL: _-=:;-.;_::. :.::-.:: . 81, 172 -6, 365 74, 806 77, 880 

1971: 
Military functions __ -_::-:.-:-_ 73, 884 -2, 435 
Military assistance__ ____ 1, 463 -73 

71, 449 
l, 390 

74, 546 
999 

TotaL ___ ____ _____ __ 75, 346 -2, 508 72, 839 75, 545 

1972 : 
Mil ita ry functio ns _______ 78, 667 -3, 602 
Mi litary assistance____ __ 1, 216 -315 

75, 065 
901 

75, 151 
806 

TotaL ______________ 79, 883 -3, 917 75, 966 75, 957 

1973: ___ ___ ________ _____ _ 82, 447 - 5, 570 76, 876 -------~ 
Supplemental__ __ ______ 1, 135 (1) - ------ - a 74, 200 
Mi litary assistance__ __ __ 953 (1) -- -- ---· 600 

Total. . ___ ____ __ ____ _ 84, 535 -- -- --- --------- 3 74, 800 

Baseline ____ ____ ;-; 50, 742 56, 319 58, 755 61, 749 65, 273 70, 749 74, 736 82, 113 

17 6 -- -- --- - · ·- -- - - TotaL __ ::-:.::-.:;-_ 50, 742 75, 597 78, 516 
7, 106 

76, 150 74, 843 77, 731 80, 947 85, 025 
7, 578 8,054 8, 658 

7, 123 7, 584 8,054 8,658 

Appropriations 

Presi- Con-
dent's gres· Budget 

Fiscal year 
budget sional author· 

request action ity Outlays 

1974: 
Military functions _____ __ 83, 676 
Military assistance_____ _ 1, 210 

(l} __ :.-;:.;:~ 78, 194 
(1) ______ _c;: 800 

TotaL _____________ _ 84, 886 ___ ___ .c ____ ___ .c_ a 78, 994 

1 Pending. 
3 Estimate includes pending supplemental. 
a Estimated. 

Note: Detail may not add to totals due to rounding. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as may be re
quired. 

Mr. President, I have great admira
tion for the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin, but I must reluctantly op
pose this amendment. Furthermore, I 
feel that it is one of the most danger
ous types of amendments that could be 
offered to this bill. 

As we read the amendment here: 
SEC. 703. Notwithstanding any other pro

vision of law, the aggregate amount that may 
be expended for Department of Defense, mill• 
tary functions, during the fiscal year begin
ning July 1, 1973, shall not exceed $74,200,
ooo,ooo. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen
ator from Wisconsin is offering an 
amendment that would affect the whole 
defense appropriation-not just the bill 
we are on. The bill we are on aggregates 
$20.5 billion. The amendment of the Sen
ator from Wisconsin would affect all the 
appropriations for defense. As I told him 
a few minutes ago, I am opposed to the 
substance of his amendment, but cer
tainly if he is going to offer it, this is oot 
the bill to off er it to. He ought to wait 
and offer it to the appropriations bill, if 
he is going to offer such an amendment. 
It is entirely out of place. 

The effect of this amendment would be 
to preempt the work of the Appropria
tions Committee, of which the able and 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas is 
chairman. I am sure that the Appropria-

tions Committee is going into every facet 
of this defense appropriation, just as we 
have done on Armed Services; and to 
come around now and take a meat ax 
approach is entirely unreasonable. I can
not think the Senate would approve such 
an approach as that. 

I hope the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas will say a few words upon this 
amendment before it is acted upon. 

President Nixon's fiscal year 1974 
budget showed expenditures of $74.2 bil
lion in fiscal year 1973 and $78.2 billion 
in fiscal year 1974 for Department of De
fense military functions. This amend
ment would hold fiscal year 1974 expend
itures to the fiscal year 1973 level-$74.2 
billion-a reduction of $4 billion from the 
budget. 

Mr. President, I must oppose this 
amendment. I believe there are three 
pricary -arguments against it. The fu·st 
is that it simply fails to take into account 
the relationship between budget author
ity provided by the Congress and expend
itures which follow after. Expendi
tures-that is, the issuance of checks-
cannot take place until after budget au
thority is granted. In some cases, expend
itures are made a good deal later, where 
long leadtimes and production periods 
are involved. Expenditure trends, then, 
are to a considerable extent governed by 
past budget authority. When I use the 
term budget authority here, I am refer
ring to all funds provided in the appro
priations acts, including transfers. 

Now in fiscal year 1973, we provided 
total budget authority of $80 billion. 
Spending was much less than that in 
fiscal year 1973-the budget showed $74.2 
billion-because budget authority in 
fiscal year 1971 and fiscal year 1972 had 
been much less. But when we provided 
$80 billion in budget authority for fiscal 
year 1973, we had to recognize that ex
penditures in fiscal year 1974 spending 
to grow toward that level. In fact, the 
budget showed fiscal year 1974.- spending 
of $78.2 billion. This increa~-in spending 
shown in the budget, then, is nothing 
new. It represents the fact that we are 
paying for the programs we approved 
and appropriated for in fiscal year 1973, 
The idea that we can provide budget au
thority of $80 billion in one year, and 



September 26, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 31577 
then limit spending to $74 billior~ in the 
next, is a farfetched one, to put it mildly. 

The second problem with this amend
ment is that it fails to recognize the im
pact of pay raises and price increases 
from fiscal year 1973 to fiscal year 1974-
especially in short leadtime-fast-spend
ing-areas. Pay and price increases 
amount to $5.8 billion for fiscal year 1973 
to fiscal year 1974. That is, spending 
would have to rise by that much, just to 
stay even. This includes $2.8 billion for 
regular pay increases for military and 
civil service personnel and for increases 
in military retirement under existing 
law; $0.6 billion for new legislation in the 
pay area, which the Congress is now con
sidering; and $2.4 billion for inflation on 
goods and services purchased from indus
try. Just to stay even, then-to hire the 
same people and to purchase the same 
items as in fiscal year 1973, nothing 
added-spending would have to rise by 
$5.8 billion. The budget provided an in
crease of $4 billion. The budget proposed 
a cut, then, in terms of real buying power, 
of $L8 billion. The increase was not suf
ficient to cover inflation. And, by holding 
spending at the fiscal year 1973 level, this 
amendment would involve a cut, in real 
pr-0gram terms, of $5.8 billion from the 
fiscal year 1973 level. You can test this 
out at home. Tell you wife she can spend 
as much on groceries as she did last year, 
and see if you eat as well. 

This amendment, then, would involve 
a $5.8 billion program cut, under the 
guise of holding spending at the fiscal 
year 1973 level. That is my second 
objection. 

Third, it is essential that it be under
stood that an expenditure reduction, im
posed after a year is well along, has a 
multiple impact-much greater than the 
figures would suggest at first glance. A 
reduction of $4 billion from an estimate 
of $78.2 billion appears, in that first 
glance, to be about a 5-percent cut. But 
that is only a small part of the story. It 
is now the end of September. Of that 
$78.2 billion that was planned to be spent 
in fl.seal year 1974, about $34.2 billion has 
already been spent or is under contract. 
That leaves $44 billion. Of that, $4 bil
lion has to be set aside to cover statutory 
retired pay costs for the remainder of 
the year. That leaves $40 billion. 

Let me be sure this is understood. We 
begin with a $78.2 billion spending total 
for the year. We must set aside what is al
ready spent, or what will be spent under 
existing contracts or to meet statutory 
payments to military retirees. We can
not cut any of that. And, after those 
amounts are set aside, there is $40 bil
lion left. And the $4 billion cut would 
have to come out of that. Thus, what 
looked like a 5-percent cut grows to a 
IO-percent cut over the balance of the 
fiscal year. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, now 
we must consider the timing. The De
partment of Defense could cut spending 
by $4 billion if manpower and purchases 
could be cut back immediately by 10 
p ercent. If the reduction could be made 
immediately, it could be limited to a flat 
10 percent for the last 9 months of the 
year. But the cut cannot be made im
mediately. It will take some time before 

the cut can be put into effect. For ex
ample, in the personnel area, new hires 
cannot be stopped tomorrow-people 
will be coming into the service for the 
next few weeks who have volunteered 
and been accepted. Commitments have 
been made. It would take even longer, 
considering notification periods, and 
other factors, to separate personnel al
ready on the rolls. 

What that means is that the defense 
payroll would take some time to drop, 
even if this provision were signed into 
law today. And it will take several 
months for the payroll to drop as much 
as 10 percent. Now if we must average 
a IO-percent cut over the whole 9 
months, and if some of the earlier 
months will be less than 10 percent, it 
follows that the payroll in the later 
months must be cut by more than 10 
percent. We must allow for this rule 
of arithmetic, and also recognize the 
large one-time costs incident to separat
ing people-home travel for military 
personnel, terminal leave payments, and 
other separation costs. When we allow 
for these factors, it is a reasonable esti
mate that manpower cuts would have 
to amount to 20 percent by June 1974 
to stay within this expenditure limit. 
This means a reduction of 700,000 people, 
military and civil service, below the 
budget levels. 

Part of the $4 billion spending cut 
would fall in the pay area, with conse
quences just described. The remainder 
would fall in the area of purchased goods 
and services. Here, too, the cut could not 
be effected immediately. Some costs are 
unavoidably tied to personnel, such as 
medical supplies and services; other costs 
such as heat and utilities cannot be 
avoided until bases are closed, which 
takes time; and other costs must be in
curred to complete repairs on ships and 
similar work that is already underway. 
Here again, spending would fall very lit
tle at first, and would have to decline by 
more than 10 percent in the later months. 
Cutbacks in the range of 20 percent 
would be necessary by June 1974. 

Thus it is, Mr. President, that what 
looks like a cut of about 5 percent-$4 
billion of $78.2 billion-would quickly 
pyramid to a 20-percent cut by June 1974. 

Mr. President let me summarize what 
I have said. Defense expenditure trends 
are strongly influenced by trends in 
budget authority in recent years and by 
the fact that pay and price increases 
amount to $5.8 billion from fiscal year 
1973 to fiscal year 1974. Expenditures are 
the final financial action in carrying out 
programs approved and appropriated by 
the Congress. Fiscal year 1974 expendi
tures-as is true for any year-represent 
the final effect of appropriations granted 
over many years. The point of expendi
ture, then, is not the point at which the 
Congress should exercise control. This 
applies especially now when the fiscal 
year is well along, and about half of the 
year's total is already spent, under con
tract, or needed to meet statutory retire
ment payments. A $4 billion cut applied 
in the other half, applied on a phased 
basis over the remaining months of the 
year, would compound to a 20-percent 
cut in program and manpower levels. A 

reduction of this magnitude, Mr. Presi
dent, is far beyond the scope of reason
able adjustments to the fiscal year 1974 
budget. This amendment, I hope, will be 
defeated. 

I should now like to yield to the able 
and distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas, the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, who I hope will say a few 
words on this subject. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, last 
year we had, as I recall, a comparable 
amendment before the Senate. In effect, 
it provided for an across-the-board cut 
in military expenditures. This amend
ment is equivalent to the same thing, ex
cept that the difference is, here, that we 
are already into the fiscal year that the 
amendment would affect. Am I correct 
about that? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from 
Arkansas is, in effect, correct, except 
that the continuing resolution has re
strained the level to the amount I have 
applied. There is no going back. In other 
words, in July, August, and into Septem
ber-probably for the rest of this 
month-we will have to spend at the 
same level which my amendment would 
provide. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The continuing re
solution was, of course, a temporary ex
pedient, because it was impossible to get 
all the appropriations legislation passed. 

I wonder if it is wise to attach such an 
amendment to this bill. Why have we not 
done it on all the others? Why do we not 
go along with the same appropriation 
with respect to all the other appropria
tion bills? Or do we just propose that it 
be applied to the military? Is that the 
reason? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. No. The answer is 
that the overwhelming amount of dis
cTetionary spending is here. About three
quarters of the discretionary spending is 
in this bill. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Fifty-six percent of 
this is expended for the upkeep of troops 
and other personnel. Would the Senator 
say that that is the overwhelming excep
tion to which he refers? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. A great deal of it, 
certainly more than half. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. If I understand the 
Senator coneetly, if he wants to put it 
across the board, then we would take 56 
percent of every dollar we appropriate 
for the military; 56 percent would go for 
the pay and maintenance of personnel. 
Then he would immediately take $2,-
240 billion away from the sala1ies, from 
the subsistence, of our men in the serv
ice. Is that correct? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. No, it is not correct. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Well, what would 

the Senator do about that? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. The advantage of 

this proposal is that it meets some of the 
objections made in the past, inasmuch as 
it leaves it up to the discretion of the 
Secretary of Defense to determine where 
he wants to make the cut. He can make 
the cut in personnel. There are plenty of 
places in the military that cuts could be 
made. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is not our re
sponsibility-the Senator's and mine-to 
make the cut on the floor of the Senate? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Senator 
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from Arkansas that I tried to make that 
cut the other day, and the Senator voted 
against me. I tried to take the committee 
language and put that into effect. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. May :..: say to the dis
tinguished Senator-Mr. President, I 
have the floor. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. We ought to leave 
it up to the discretion of people who 
know more about it--the Secretary of 
Defense. That is what I am doing here. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senator wants 
to carry that theory all the way through, 
why have an appropriation bill? Why not 
have a blank amount? Why have line 
it ems in it, if the Senator has no respon
sibility, if he has no confidence in the 
Senate or in Congress, in its judgment to 
pass on these items? 

Why not make it one overall appro
priation and give the discretion as the 
Senator says he wants to do? Of course, 
he does not. The responsibility begins 
here. Now the Senator wants to shift it, 
because his amendment was rejected the 
other day. He wants to shift the respon
sibility to smnebody out:::.ide Congress. 
That is exactly what he said. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Does the Senator 

recall that he voted, as I voted, as the 
majority of Senators voted, for a ceiling 
on overall expenditures? I am applying 
exactly the same principle to the Defense 
Department. Within that ceiling, we can 
make our own appropriation reductions. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. But the Senator 
proposes now, in the middle of the year, 
to impose a cut. That is what he is pro
posing to do now. 

Mr. President, we ought to be fair 
about these things. If we are going to 
tell them to cut $2 billion, we ought to 
tell them where to cut it. 

The Senator says that the discretion 
should be given to them. We could do 
that with every department--simply say, 
"This department can only spend so 
much money. You cut it wherever you 
want to." 

Does the Senator want to carry it that 
far? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator knows 
that we have done that in the past. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I want to know if 
the Senator wants to carry it that far. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. One can push any 
principle to an extreme and make it 
ridiculous. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is try
ing to make the Defense Department 
the whipping boy for everything. 

The Senator knows, and he ought to 
take it into account, that the cost of 
maintaining the military has gone up, 
just as the cost of everything else has 
gone up. The Senator says they ought 
to live within what they had last year, 
because we are out of the war. But the 
Senator knows that we have raised the 
salaries and the cost of maintaining this 
Army by our own action here, by giving 
them raises that were deserved, by 
increasing the obligation of the military, 
by $5 .8 billion. 

With the inflation situation that exists 
and with increases what they are, it 
is like saying to a family with five or 
six children, "You have to live on what 

you lived on last year, notwithstanding 
that one member of the family may not 
be present this year." Sometimes it can 
be done and sometimes it cannot be done. 
That is what we are trying to impose on 
the military here-a hardship, a burden, 
that we, ourselves, ought to analyze, and 
we should have the judgment and the 
courage to do it right here on the floor 
of the Senate, in Congress. The Senator 
knows that. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. What I tried to say 
in my remarks was that we already had 
a very substantial saving in the military 
budget by virtue of the fact that we are 
not fighting in Vietnam. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. There were losses of 
material over there, of weapons, of 
armaments, and our arsenal was de
pleted, and that has to be built up. 

If the Senator wants to stop all this 
and not maintain · the armed strength 
and the defense posture necessary to pre
sent a proper deterrent under world con
ditions, · he can begin to whittle it down 
and whittle it down and say we are sav
ing a great deal of money. The Senator 
said something about war and peace. If 
it costs more to keep peace than it does 
to have a war, in dollars and cents, if we 
save human lives by doing it, I favor 
spending a little more for a deterrent 
rather than spending both more for war 
and more for human lives in a war. 

I think we are trying to get a proper 
balance here. 

There has been much discussion about 
many amendments. I voted to save 
money; I voted to close some foreign 
bases, to bring troops home. But I voted 
for something specific, as to an area in 
which I thought a cut could be made. 

To take this meat ax proposal and 
make the military the whipping boy 
would be doing an injustice to America, 
to our people, and to the security of our 
country. Let us be specific. There are 
areas in which cuts can be made, and I 
am going to support some of those areas. 
I hope we can bring down the military 
appropriation this year, as suggested 
earlier in the year, I think, by $3 or $3.5 
billion. I am going to do my best to do 
that. But I am going to undertake to do 
it with some judiciousness, with some 
sense of responsibility as a Senator, not 
just in a meat ax fashion, as the Senator 
proposes to do here. 

Mr. President, when this bill will have 
passed, we will have about 8 or 9 months 
longer to go. If this amendment is going 
to compel us to reduce our personnel in 
the military, to lay off civilian employ
ees-that can be done, in this discre
tion-then we are going to do a grave 
injustice to many people. They have 
made commitments, I am sure, on the 
basis of some anticipation, and they have 
obligations that they will have to meet. 

I do not believe this is good legislation. 
It is not the right way to go about doing 
our job. 

The Senator is on the Appropriations 
Committee. He has an opportunity to 
offer amendments there before a bill 
comes to the floor and to have the 
amendments voted on by his colleagues 
in the committee. He may win some and 
he may lose some. But simply because, 
as the Senator indicates, he offered an 

amendment on the floor and was de
feated, because the Senator from Arkan
sas, perhaps, did not vote with him and 
he is going to take this approach to it, I 
think it is the wrong approach and that 
he does an injustice. That kind of policy 
is not a practice in which Congress wants 
to engage. 

Mr. President, last year we had a com
parable amendment. I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
the remarks I made last year with respect 
to a similar amendment which was pro
posed by the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REMARKS BY SENATOR McCLELLAN 
Mr. President, I want generally to associate 

myself with the remarks of the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG), 
who is the ranking minority member on the 
Committee on Appropriations and the De
partment of Defense Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

As Members are aware, our late beloved 
colleague, Senator Allen J. Ellender, was 
chairman of the Department of Defense Sub
committee on Appropriations. His successor 
has not yet been designated. However, as a 
member of the Department of Defense Sub
committee for many years, I am convinced. 
that large, across-the-board, or general, un
specified reductions in requests are not the 
proper way for Congress to legislate. It is not 
the proper way for Congress to meet its re• 
sponsibilities and to exercise its constitu• 
tional duty in providing for the common 
defense. 

As the distlhguished Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. YouNG) stated, in the near 
future, this body will be considering the De
partment of Defense appropriation bill for 
fiscal year 1973. 

That bill will contain funds for many, many 
specific items, activities, and programs for 
the Department of Defense. At that time it 
will be in order for any Member of the Senate 
to submit an amendment to reduce expend!· 
tures for specific programs and activities. 

Mr. President, that is the traditional way. 
That is the proper way for Congress to meet 
its responsibilities. Therefore, I urge the re
jection of the pending amendment. 

I would point out, Mr. President, as have 
others who have addressed themselves to this 
issue, that this amendment does not tell 
where or does not indicate where any specific 
reduction should be made. I do not know to 
whom it leaves the responsibility. Congress 
has a responsibility. And Congress meets its 
responsibility in the appropriations bill. 

If Congress cannot meet its responsibility 
item by item, then it had better meet its 
responsibility for our Government and for 
our country. 

With a broadax cut such as this, who takes 
the responsibility? On whom are we placing 
the responsibility? Why do we not have the 
courage to do this when the items are be
fore us and the country wants and needs 
them? The Defense Department needs the 
money. It is in the interest of our country 
to make the appropriation and to provide 
the Defense Department with those specific 
amounts or it is not. We ought to have the 
capacity and the ability to meet the issue 
and to say where we should cut, what items 
should be reduced, and what items should 
be appropriated. 

Suppose we pass this amendment and then 
Congress in its wisdom and in its authority 
appropriates amounts in excess of the lim
itations for this year. What is the conse
quence? Congress today says that we should 
a.dopt a limit ation of $77 .7 billion. And there-
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after in appropriations bills, Congress actu
ally appropriates more. It reverses its limita
tion and overrides or changes its position by 
granting the appropriation. Which action of 
Congress prevails? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the 
Senator has expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield the 
Senator 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from 
Arkansas is recognized for 1 additional min
ute. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I say that 
the courageous way to do it and the right 
way to do it is to face the issue item by it em. 
Then if we take the responsibility for doing 
it and if we sustain the budget or even in
crease it, that responsibility for doing that is 
a matter of judgment and reason. However, 
that is not so in this matter of escaping the 
responsibility and sticking our heads in the 
sand and saying, "Let someone else do it." 
It is our duty to do it and to do it when we 
face it and not to respond in this fashion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
thank the able and distinguished Sena
tor from Arkansas for his very pertinent 
remarks on this subject. 

Mr. President, I also wish to call to 
the attention of the Senate that the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice has just reported a resolution this 
afternoon entitled "Resolution Disap
proving the Alternative Plan for Pay Ad
justments for Federal Employees." 

The resolution reads this way: 
Resolved, That the Senate disapproves the 

alternative plan for pay adjustments for 
Federal employees under statutory pay sys
tems recommended and submitted by the 
President to Congress on August 31, 1973, 
under section 5305(c) of title 5, United 
States Code. 

Mr. President, if this resolution should 
be approved, and it will be voted on here 
this week, I understand, that means that 
pay raises would take place October 1 
instead of December 1; but in any event 
there will be pay raises for the civilian 
employees to take place as a result of the 
recommendation that has been made. 

Now, after the civilian employees have 
gotten their pay raises, the military auto
matically follows, so I am sure the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
should understand that that is going to 
take more money to take care of these 
pay raises, and, therefore, I think it 
makes his amendment even more im
practical. 

Mr. President, I do not think it neces
sary to take any more time on this 
amendment. I think it is a wrong ap
proach. I think the amendment is im
practical and unwise. I hope the Senate 
rejects the amendment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
would the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, Sat
urday we heard that the only way to 
handle the personnel problem of the rec
ommended committee reduction of 156,-
100, as I remember, was to leave it up 
to the Secretary of Defense. This was 
expressed by Senators I respect most 
from the standpoint of their interest in 
the economy. As I remember it, just be
fore the vote, which was won by those 

who said to leave it up to the Secretary 
of Defense, and by a substantial margin, 
the Senator from Wisconsin, not his ex
act words but a paraphrase of the point 
he made: I hope the people will remem
ber when we go vote procurement, we 
get down to the last airplane ship, or 
plane. The Senator from Wisconsin said 
if it should be left up to the Secretary 
of Defense in the one case why would it 
not be applied in the other. 

Seldom do I disagree with the able 
senior Senator from Arkansas, a wise 
and able statesman. So before voting on 
this, I would ask the able Senator from 
Wisconsin several questions. 

I am not saying this reduction ii right. 
I have not had a chance to study 
it in detail. But I do not see why we 
leave things up to the Secretary of De
fense when it comes to personnel but 
want such a rigid examination of each 
weapons system. 

I would ask the Senator a question. We 
are told that peace is here; that we are 
out of the war. Is that correct? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. We are told that 

our present relations with the Soviet 
Union and the Chinese Republic are bet
ter; correct? 

Mr. PROXMmE. Yes. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I am not one who 

tries to nail down exactly friends and 
enemies. Lord Palmerston said that no 
country has friends and no country has 
enemies; all a country has are interests. 
There is merit in that observation. 

In any case the impression now being 
given the American people is that we are 
in better shape all around the world than 
we have been in many years; correct? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. That is correct. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Does the able Sen

ator believe this is expressed in the 
military budget being asked for by this 
administration? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Quite the opposite, 
as I have documented here. We can take 
the savings we achieved in ending the 
Vietnam war, and with those savings we 
will have enough to provide the pay in
creases and other inflationary elements 
in the economy that the Department of 
Defense has to face within $1 billion. It 
means if we can find $1 billion out of this 
$78 billion budget, to reduce in real 
terms, we can meet the requirements of 
my amendment. 

The Senator has documented it better 
than anyone else in the Senate. 

We can make sizable cuts, cuts of 1 
percent or 2 percent in real terms, and 
that is what my amendment would ac
complish. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ask the able Sena
tor this question. He has a capacity for 
figures. The Senator from South Car
olina, ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Armed Services, men
tioned the increased pay. Has the Sena
tor any figures about how much the in
crease in pay would cost? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from 
South Carolina was talking about a sit
uation that we do not know will develop. 
We will have an opportunity to discuss 
that later. I think he was referring to 
the possibility of the money needed to 
maintain an increase. He took into ac-

count pay increases, including retire
ment reform. I have here a Department 
of Defense table which shows the cost of 
the pay and retirement increase in 
outlays at $3.90 billion. That was taken 
fully into account on my amendment 
when I said the reduction in real terms 
would net out to about $1 billion. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is our under
standing in the committee that the cost 
of civilians, not military, in the Depart
ment of Defense, cost over $13 Nllion a 
year. 

Mr. PROXMmE. That is exactly cor
rect. It is $13.5 billion a year. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Unfortunately, at 
this time the Secretary of Defense states 
that under the law he cannot do what 
he thinks should be done in an effort to 
reduce the grade creep that is also estab
lished in the civilian part of the military, 
just as he has been frank in stating he 
would like to handle grade creep in the 
military itself. 

Does the Senator agree that we should 
examine whatever legislation is neces
sary in order that the Secretary would 
have a free hand in reducing the $13 bil
lion figure? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I enthusiastically 
support that. I think it would have strong 
support in the Senate and in the House 
and with administration support it would 
pass, without question. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator, and am impressed with his amend
ment. The total cut is $1 billion? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is the net cut 
in real terms, when you recognize the 
fact that the increased cost to the mili
tary will be balanced for larg2ly by the 
reduced cost of ending the war in Viet
nam. So all we have to find in real terms, 
in terms of cutting personnel, and other 
areas documented over and over again on 
the floor, is $1 billion. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. $1 billion would be 
what percent of the total military bud
get? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Around 1.4 percent. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I am as anxious as 

anyone to keep this country adequately 
strong, and have done my best over weeks 
and months to eliminate some expendi
tures which look to me as not necessary 
to maintain adequate strength. 

I have failed consistently in making 
any major improvement in that posi
tion. Therefore, I am quite interested in 
the able Senator's amendment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I very much thank 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri, 
acting chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee. 

WASTE, WASTE, WASTE 

Mr. President, I would now like to 
examine a few areas where this $1 billion 
could be found and therefore make my 
amendment practical. 

The procurement of new and neces
sary weapons has run into trouble. The 
GAO has discovered that of the 45 major 
weapon systems investigated, the cost 
overrun will be over $35 billion. We 
could easily find corrective measures to 
cut back on such astronomical sums. 
And even these high figures are under
stated because they do not include spare 
parts, ground equipment, war consum-
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mables, and supplies needed to operate 
the aircraft, ships, and missiles in ques
tion. These are not reported in the GAO 
statistics and yet they represent from 
$3 to $4 billion. 

An analysis of 116 major weapon 
systems in various stages of procure
ment shows that weapons costs alone 
will exceed $53 billion annually for at 
least the next 6 years. 

The list of weapons and their costs 
was obtained with the assistance of the 
General Accounting Office and is con
sidered to be the most comprehensive 
record compiled so far. 

Here is how the annual weapons costs 
are derived: 

The Pentagon estimates it will cost 
$153.3 billion to complete 116 current 
weapon programs. 

Congress appropriated $64.4 billion for 
the same 116 weapons through June 20, 
1972, leaving $89.9 billion yet to be ap
propriated for the purchase of those 
weapons. 

Assuming it will take an average of 6 
years to complete work on the 116 weap
ons, the amounts yet to be appropriated 
for their acquisition will total $14.9 bil
lion per year. 

The costs of acquisition are just part 
of the weapons picture. In addition to 
·acquiring the items they have to be 
operated and maintained, personnel 
have to be trained to use and repair 
them, facilities have to be constructed 
to service them. 

The costs of fielding and supporting 
weapon systems is estimated at from 
5 to 10 times the costs of acquisition. 

A weapon that cost $1 billion to pro
cure will generally cost an additional $5 
to $10 billion to field and support during 
the life of the weapon. 

Using the conservative lower factor of 
5, the costs of fielding and supporting 
the 116 weapons will total an estimated 
$766.5 billion; 5 times $153.3 billion 
equals $766.5 billion. 

Assuming an average 20-year life cycle 
for each of the weapons, annual field 
and support costs will amount to $38.4 
billion-$766.5 billion divided by 20 
equals $38.4 billion. 

The annual field and support costs 
added to the annual procurement costs 
add up to $53.3 billion for each of the 
next 6 years. 

It should be emphasized that this is a 
conservative estimate. Not only is it 

Profits after 
refund as percent 

based nn the lower factor of 5, in the 
calculation of field and impport costs, it 
does not take into account the probable 
impact of cost overruns, inflation, en
gineering and design changes, and other 
factors which contribute to cost growth 
in weapon systems. 

The Comptroller General of the 
United States has made a long series 
of recommendations about how to bring; 
these cost overruns into line. If we 
followed his advice, we could save 
billions. 

A closer scrutiny of excess defense 
profits would also save money. Last May 
I released a list of more than 100 de
fense contractors against whom exces
sive profits determinations were made 
by the Renegotiation Board for fiscal 
year 1972. In one case the contractor 
was allowed to retain profits of nearly 
2,000 percent as a return on net worth, 
computed after deducting the amount 
considered excess. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this list of defense contractors 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Profits after 
refund as percent 

Amount of of- Amount of of-
excessive ------ excessive ------

profits Capi- Net 
refunded tal 1 worth 1 

profits Capi· Net 
refunded tal 1 worth 1 Determination No. and name of contractor Determination No. and name of contractor 

1. Stalker Corp_-------- -- ------------------- -- --- ----- $70, 000 20.8 38. 2 59, Tools Products Co., Inc .••••••.•.••••••••••••••••••••• $225, 000 31. 0 52. 4 
2. Allen Electric & Equipment Co. Sii to Crown Steel Products 60. Elliot Bros. Steel Co ..•••••••.•.•.••.•••••••••••••••• • 50, 000 27.1 95. 6 

Co •• 175, 000 36. 0 90.1 61. Valcor Engineering Corp ..•• •• •••.•..••••••••••••••••• 50, 000 25. 4 34. 9 
3. Rex Precision Products, Inc •• ------------------------ 50, 000 35. 0 82. 0 62. Teledyne Inc., Sii to Sewart Seacraft, Inc ••• ------------ 700, 000 79. 8 217. 0 
4. George D. La Barre trading as Mohawk Products Co •.•••• 50, 000 ( 2) (2) 63. John Wood Co ••.•.•.•••• ---------------------------- 450, 000 21. 2 40. 5 
5. Clevepak Corp .••. _ •• ______ •• ___ .• ___ --- ••. -- --- --- •• 250, 000 42. 9 99.9 64. ~~tt!.5i~~n~~s Corp •• ___ .----- ___________ ._. __ ______ ._ 125, 000 31. 2 255. 4 
6. Thomaston Special Products , Inc. Sii to Thomaston 65. 50, 000 38. 9 142. 3 

Special Tool.. • ------- •• -------------------------- 200, 000 33. 2 49. 3 66. Air Treads of Atlanta, Inc ______ ___________ _____ _______ 100, 000 72. 8 435. 4 
7. Bradford Dyeing Assoc. (U.S.A.), Inc ___________________ 150, 000 58. 3 226. 5 67. Adrian Wilson Associates._------- ---------- ---------- 150, 000 (3) (3) 

8. Eisen Brothers, Inc .••• -------------------- ----- ----- 150, 000 30.4 l, 902. 7 68. Hardie-Tynes Manufacturing Co ________ ___ _____________ 300, 000 19.1 23. 8 
9. Pascoe Steel Corp ••• -------------------------------- 350, 000 36. 3 100.5 69. Putnam-Hen! Finishing Co., Inc ________________________ 100, 000 29. 0 !!6. 9 

10. Nu-Pak Co. ----- -- ---- ------ ----------- ----------- - 150, 000 113. 6 434. 0 70. Thomaston Special Products, Inc. Sii to Precise Products 
11. Nu-Pak Co. 300, 000 45.6 115. 5 Industries, Inc •• _____ .------ ____ • ____ • __ • • ____ _____ 225, 000 55. 4 55. 4 
12. Gillmore M. Perry~=========- --=-=-=----------------- - 135, 000 (3) (3) ~t ~~a;j!~d p~~~~f;co ~o~~---======= ======= ======= = = == === 

75, 000 56. 3 237. 9 
13. Gillmore M. Perry _______ ----------------------------- 145, 000 (2) (2) 75, 000 35. 6 74. 7 
14. Gillmore M. Perry ____________ __ ---------------------- 125, 000 (2) (2) 73. United Tool & Die Co .. ------------------------------- 100, 000 25. 9 35. 0 
15. United Telecontrol Electronics, Inc _____________________ 100, 000 66. 4 108.2 74. International Chair Corp.------ -------------- - ------ - - 15, 000 (3) (3) 

16. Sandnes' Sons, Inc •. ••••••• -------------------------- 125, 000 68. 9 463. 9 75. Aircraft Service International Janitorial, Inc.------------ 40, 000 (3) (J) 

17. CY JO Dissolution Co •••••• ---------------------------- 150, 000 31. 4 62.5 76. Aircraft Service International Janitorial, Inc.---- -------- 150, 000 (3) (3) 

18. Pembroke, Inc •..... -------------------------------- 700, 000 41. 2 109. 8 77. Flight Belt Corp _______________________________ ______ 7, 000 4 5. 2 fl.8 
19. Burns Manufacturing Co _______ ----------------------- 100, 000 48. 2 80. 7 78. Flight Manufacturing Corp_-- --------------------- ---- 15, 000 44.6 t4.8 
20. Dart Industries, Inc. Sii to the West Bend Co. ---------- 175, 000 26. l 47. 3 79. O'Brien Gear & Machine Co.------- ------------------ 250, 000 48.1 210. 2 
21. Calabrese & Sons ••.••••• ---------------------------- 65, 000 39. 3 76. 5 80. Stanwick Corp. ___ •• __ ------ ___ ____ •• ------ __________ 150, 000 (4) (3) 

22. Federal Cartridge Corp •• _____ ••• ___ ------------------ 350, 000 (3) (3) 81. Plaza Mills, Inc •.• ----------------------------------- 50, 000 17. 8 55.6 
23. Guy H. James Industries, Inc .••.•• -- ------------------ 725, 000 43.4 126.4 82. Computer Instruments Corp ___________________________ 50, 000 37. 6 55. 1 
24. Holly Corp._ ••. -------------- ____ ------------------- 400, 000 (3) (3) 83. Portee, Inc.-- ----------- --- ------- ---------- -------- 550, 000 29. 8 38. 2 
25. Holly Corp ••••• ___ •. ___________ ••. -- •. -- •.•. - •••• -- - 200, 000 (3) (3) 84. Michaels Stern & Co., Inc ••. --------------- --- -- ------ 100, 000 25. 1 63. 3 
26. Holly Corp .. __ ••••• ___ •••.••• ---- ••. --- • -----. - - - - - • 200, 000 (3) (3) 85. So-Sew Styles, Inc •.•• _. __ • _____ . _________ --------- __ 350, 000 4 121. 1 4 121.1 
27. Air Industries Corp __ •• ----------------------------- - 550, 000 34. 2 54. 5 86. Centre Manufacturing Co., Inc _________________________ 375, 000 45. 4 104. 6 
28. Far West Industries, Inc .•.••. ------------------------ 50, 000 • 200. 0 4 200.0 87. Aerial Machine & To:1 Corp _____________ ______ ________ 75, 000 23. 0 49.3 
29. Penland Container, Inc •• -------------------------- -- 125, 000 44. 3 69. 5 88. National Union Electric Corp __________________________ 3, 100, 000 23. 7 72.4 
30. DeRossi & Son Co .... -------------------------- ------ 125, 000 38. 7 49.5 89. Rex Precision Products, Inc.-------------------- ---- -- 40, 000 30. 7 74.6 
31. Victor Comptometer Corp .•. -------------------------- 200, 000 15. 6 31.2 90. Whittaker Corp. Sii to Bermite Powder Co _______________ 300, 000 53. 7 579. 7 
32. H. H. Robertson Co·--------------------------- ------ 50, 000 26. 9 46. 9 91. Stalker Corp ••• ------------------------------------- 125, 000 35. 7 54. 8 
33. Galion Amco, Inc .. _--------------------------------- 475, 000 40. 2 80.5 92. Kilgore Corp •• -------------------------------------- 950, 000 32. 7 68. 0 
34. Clymer Machine Co., Inc .••• ------------------ ------ -- 40, 000 73.2 248.8 93. Kilgore Corp ___ ------------------------------------- 750, 000 26. 3 42. 7 
35. Electronic Products & Engineering Co., Inc ..•••••.•••••• 150, 000 58.1 292.1 94. Glenn Manufacturing Co., Inc _________ _________ ________ 900, 000 58. 7 123. 7 
36. M. L. W. Corp ______ •. ____ -------------------- ----- -- 150, 000 33. 2 83. 5 95. Ametek, Inc. Sii to Plymouth Industrial Products, Jnc ...• 600, 00() 90. 9 226. 4 
37. Tan· Tex Industries, Inc •••...•..•••.• -------- .-------- 650, 000 15. 9 44. 5 96. United Telecontrol Electronics, Inc _____________________ 125, 000 35. 5 69. 3 
38. Pertee, Inc .... __ .... ___ •..••. --- ..•••.• - - • - - - • ----- - 225, 000 33.4 40. 7 97. Model Screw Products, Inc ____________________________ 100, 000 50. 0 137. 3 
39. Vega Precision Laboratories . ... ----------------------- 125, 000 56. 5 107. 3 9S. Wells Marine, Inc ..• ----- ----------- --------------- .• 1, 700, 000 52. 8 206.1 
40. Cleveland Steel Products Corp •.• ---------------------- 200, 000 29. 7 40.2 99. Shinn Engineering, Inc _______________________________ 350, 000 33. 4 63. 2 
41. J. Schoeneman, Inc •.• ------------------------------- 75, 000 28. 9 35.4 t~~: Wtr~~~rp~~;

1
/r~~~~= ==== = == === == = = = ====== ====== = = == 

100, 000 44. 8 120. 8 
42. Chapman Machine Co., Inc ____________________________ 75, 000 32.6 51.2 200, 000 23. 2 46. 9 

43. Lee Realty Corp ..••• -------------------------------- 70, coo •10. 0 451. 2 102. M. Sloane Manufacturing Co ___________________________ 200, 000 20. 8 872. 2 

44. Abbot Machine Co •. _-------------------------------- 150, 000 81.7 203.6 103. American Technical Industries _________________________ 175, 000 30. 5 58. 3 
45. Continental Connector Corp.- --- -------------- -------- 500, 000 25. 4 34.3 104. American Technical lndustriesSii to Lem Products Corp .. 35, 000 57. 4 140. 0 
46. Mosaic Fabrications, Inc.----------------------------- lCO, 000 57. 4 137. 0 105. Neapco Products, Inc·------------------------------- 175, 000 25. 7 30. 3 
47. Glass Designers, Inc •••••.•••.•.••••• -- •• --- ••• -- •• - •• 50, 000 56. 9 95.1 106. Carlisle Corp _________ •••. --------- - - ______ ---------- 500, 000 37. 0 91. 0 

48. Glass Designers, Inc._----- -- -------------- ---------- 50, 000 53. 2 73. 2 107. Sterling Electronics Corp. Sii to 872 Rockaway Corp. _____ 40, 000 50. 4 83. 7 

49. Bilt-Rite Box Co., Inc .•• ------------------------------ 75, 000 39. 4 60.1 108. Milan Box Corp _________________ _____________________ 50, 000 23. 1 32. 9 
50. Trans World Airlines, Inc ••• ---------------------- ---- 200, 000 (3) (3) m: r~~YG:~~~~i~~ckf~~uJ~~-~~=========:================= 

40, 000 41.1 244. 3 
51. Norris Industries, Inc. __ - - --------------------------- 2,000,000 33.0 70. 8 100, 000 22.2 95. 3 
52. Lake Shore, l nc ..•. _ --------- ----------- ------------ 75, 000 26. 8 52.3 111. Dale Fashions, Inc .. ------ -------------------------- - 150, 000 62.0 ( J) 

53. Texas Aluminum Co., Inc ••• -------------------------- 50, 000 20. 3 442. 2 112. American Sportswear Co., Inc •• -- - -------------------- 15, 000 (3) (3) 

54. 
H. Walters & Co., Inc ______ ___________________________ 225, 000 53. 7 124. 0 113. National Union Eledric Corp __________________________ 800, 000 21. 5 91.5 

55. National Union Electric Corp ••. ----------------------- 5, 000,000 22. 4 74.4 114. Dyson-Kissner Corp. Sii to Northwest Automatic Products 
56. t~~r:v~~~ i~~-1-~~-_::::::====:::::::::::::::::::: 750,000 84.6 589. 3 Corp •. ____ ------- _______ •• ____ -----------. --- .• 275,{.)00 24.5 33. 8 
57. 600, 000 20.8 32.4 115. Dyson-Kissner Corp. Sii to Northwest Automatic Products 

58. Camel Manufacturing Co ••• --------------------------- 600, 000 52. 0 102.6 Corp •• _ •••• ____ • ______ • ____ ------ ____ • ___________ 225, 000 20.4 27.6 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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Determination No. and name of contractor 

116. Anixter Bros., Inc., Sii to Anixter-Normandy ___________ .; 
117. AWA Corp_-----------------------------------------
118. AWA Corp __ ----------------------------------------
119. M. L. W. Corp ______ ----------------------_---------- __ 
120. Abbot Machine Co ••• --------------------------- -----

m~ ~:~d~:aJ t~t~~~~ inc.--================================= 123. Kreisler Industrial Corp ______________________________ _ 
124. Metro Machine Corp _________________________________ _ 
125. Sterling Commercial Steel Ball Corp ___________________ _ 
126. Lawrence Jaros Co., Inc _________ ____ ________________ _ 
127. Lawrence Jaros Co., Inc _____ ________________________ _ 
128. Oppenheimer, Inc _______ ----------------------------
129. Opacalite Inc ______________ -- -- - ---- ___ --------- --- --
130. Rodale Electronics, Inc _____ ____ ____ ___ _______ _______ _ 
131. Macrodyne-Chatillon Corp., Sii to Consolidated Missile 

Co., Inc _______ ----_ - ------ - -- - - - --- - --- - --- - -- ----
132. Hitco Sii to Hawley Products Co _______________________ _ 
133. Alaska-Puget-United Transportation Cos _______________ _ 
134. Clearwater Die & Manufacturing Co., Inc ___ __ _________ _ 
135. Hutt, Inc _________________ ------------ _______ -------
136. National Tool & Die Co ______________________________ _ 

137. Pembroke, lnc·--------------------------------------138. Border Machinery Co., Inc ___________________________ _ 
139. Puritan Fashions Corp _______________________________ _ 

140. John Wood Co.--------------------------------------141. Da llathe Corp ____________________________ ----- _____ _ 

142. Dallathe Corp ___ ----- ----- -------- ------------------143. Panco Corp. Sii to Beeville Corp ______________________ _ 
144. Panco Corp. Sii to Beeville Corp ______________________ _ 
145. PancoCorp. Sii to Corpus Mainbase Corp ______________ _ 
146. Panco Corp. Sii to Corpus Mainbase Corp ______________ _ 

Profits after 
refund as percent 

Amount of of-
excessive ------

profits Capi- Net 
refunded tal 1 worth 1 

$250, 000 
150, 000 
500, 000 
375, 000 
275, 000 
125, 000 
100, 000 
315, 000 
34, 000 

225, 000 
30, 000 
30, 000 
40, 000 
40, 000 

100, 000 

80, 000 
250, 000 
75, 000 
50, 000 

175, 000 
135, 000 
425, 000 
40, 000 

175, 000 
150, 000 

5, 000 
12, 000 
29, 000 
18, 000 
12, 000 
22, 000 

39.1 
55.0 
48. 5 
56.3 
66.5 

(3) 
46.4 
45. 7 
44.8 
39. 3 

(2) 
(2) 

16. 9 
26. 5 
21.6 

486.4 
42. 2 

(3) 
40. 3 

166.1 
32.6 
41. 3 
52. 5 
25. 5 
20. 5 

(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 

109.6 
237.1 
137.0 
64.5 

122. 6 
(3) 

214.6 
138.4 
119. 2 
58. l 

(2) 
(2) 

22.2 
135. 0 
46. 5 

4163. 4 
78.1 

(3) 
64. 0 

329.1 
46.4 
56. 4 

105. 5 
29.6 
31. 5 

(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 

Determination No. and name of contractor 

147. Panco Corp. Sii to Corpus Mainbase Corp ••••• =-.=-=~=:.:;; 
148. Glunco Corp •• :.. :.--------------------------------=-=: 
149. Glynco CorP-------------------------------------:.. •• ;;; 
150. Panco Corp. Sii to Jaxs Corp. __ ----------------------.; 151. Panco Corp. Sii to Jaxs Corp _________________________ _ 

152. Panco Corp. Sii to Jaxs Corp ___ -----------------------153. Panco Corp. Sii to Key West Corp _____________________ _ 
154. Panco Corp. Sii to Key West Corp _____________________ _ 
155. Panco Corp. Sii to Key West Corp _____________________ _ 
156. Panco Corp. Sii to Kingsville Corp _____ ----------------
157. Panco Corp. Sii to Kingsville Corp _______ --------------
158. Panco Corp. Sii to Kingsville Corp _______ --------------
159. Panco Corp. Sii to Medius Corp _____ ------------------
160. Panco Corp. Sii to Medius Corp _______________________ _ 

161. New York CorP--------------------------------------
162. New York CorP--------------------------------------
163. New York CorP--------------------------------------
164. Olathe Corp ______ ----------------------------------
165. Olathe Corp ________________ ------------------------
166. Olathe Corp __________ ------------------------------
167. Bahia Dorado Corp ____ ----- - ------------------------
168. Metro Machine Corp ____ ----------------------------
169. Bromfield Corp ___ --------- -------- -----------------
170. Stanadyne, Inc ___ ----------------------------------
171. Lasko Metal Products, Inc.---------------------------
172. Kaynar Mfg. Co. , Inc ____ ----------------------------
173. Cone Mills Corp ____ ------- -------------------------
174. jernberg Forgings Co __ ------------------------------
175. Gibraltar Manufacturing Co_- -- -- --- - --- - --- --- --- - ---
176. jonathan Logan, Inc ___ ------------------------------
177. Paramount Warrior, Inc. Sii to Pacific Crane & Rigging Co_ 
178. E. Walters & Co. , Inc __ ------ ------------------------

Profits after 
refund as percent 

Amount of of-
excessive ------

profits Capi- Net 
refunded tal 1 worth L 

$16,000 
12, 000 
10, 000 
44, 000 
28, 000 
32, 000 
30, 000 
18, 000 
17, 000 
2, 000 

12, 000 
5, 000 

12, 000 
24, 000 
9, 000 

11, 000 
14, 000 
6, 000 
3, 000 
7, 000 

10, 000 
40, 000 

550, 000 
275, 000 
600, 000 

75, 000 
325, 000 
100, 000 
475, 000 
100, 000 
150, 000 
50, 000 

(l) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 

29. 6 
45. 7 
28.0 
28. 2 
27. 0 
25. 4 
32. 3 
48. 7 
25.1 

(3) 
35.6 

{,) 
(8) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 

49.0 
109. 0 
36.4 
63. 7 
39. 7 
42. 1 
36. 9 

147. 4 
198. 7 

(3) 
79. 5 

l Because of the presence of absence of factors, such as Government short- or long-term capital 
input, sole source or rated order procurement conditions, critical production or delivery require
ments, etc., return rates on beginniny capital and beginning net worth allocated to renegotiable 
business on a cost-of-goods sold basis are not always good indicators of comparative profitability. 
This is particularly true in case of smaller contractors with large increases in renegotiable business 
during the review year. Also, it is important to note that the ratios are the results of the Board's 

determinations and that, because of the small number of cases involved and the great variety in 
underlying conditions, these ratios are not amenable to statistical interpretation. 

2 Nominal capital and/or net worth deficit. 
3 Not relevant, because of the nature of the contractor's business. 
4 Ratios influenced by intercompany relationships. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. The mystique that a 
U.S. troop presence of exactly 320,000 
men is essential to European security 
has been convincingly dispelled. 

Europe is strong enough to stand on its 
own. We should provide the nuclear 
backup, the naval power, and some of 
the weapons necessary for the defense of 
Europe. But the Europeans should pro
vide more of the manpower. 

At the present time we provide 10 per
cent of the NATO ground strength, 25 
percent of the air force, and 20 percent 
of the combined navies. It costs over $17 
billion a year not counting the adverse 
dollar flow-$1.5 billion. 

But look at the revitalized economy of 
Europe. When the United States first 
made a military commitment to Europe 
their gross national product was $46.9 
billion. Now it is $831.9 billion. But while 
the United States spends 7 .5 percent of 
our GNP on defense, the Europeans 
spend about half as much. 

They have as many people as the 
U.S.S.R. and an economy that is every 
bit as strong as the Russians. They can 
afford to pull more weight. If they want 
more troop strength in Europe let them 
supply it themselves. 

What we need is a stronger NATO alli
ance. If the Europeans come through 
with more support, we will get it. And it 
will save us money. 

Every year the United States trains 
fewer :fighting men and more bureau
crats. We are building an army of paper 
shufflers. With the worst combat to sup
port ration of any major army in the 
world, the United States ts faced with 
an ever more expensive and less capable 
force. 

We are getting soft. It would be better 
to have a smaller elite fighting force than 
a bureaucratic behemoth. 

We are overstaffed at every level. There 
are more generals and admirals, colonels 
and captains now than at the height of 
World War II but we have 10 million 
fewer men in the service. 

We have over 600,000 military person
nel stationed overseas or about 30 per
cent of total U.S. military manpower. 
There are 314,000 dependents overseas 
and we employ 173,000 foreign nationals 
to work on our 2,000 bases. The cost of 
American troops abroad is about $30 
billion a year. 

This kind of bloated defense structure 
actually reduces our military effective
ness. The Soviet Union does not permit 
a fighting-to-support ratio of 1 to 10 or 
overstaffed commands or luxurious ac
commodations for civilians and military 
personnel on duty. Why should we? 

There are over 7,300 civilian employ
ees of the Defense Department earning 
between $27,000 and $39,500 a year. All 
told there are 1 million civilians in a 
defense capacity or about one civilian 
for every two military men. It costs $13.5 
billion, as the Senator from Missouri has 
pointed out, to pay for civilians in the 
Pentagon. 

To look at it another way, there are 
as many defense civilians as employees 
of the Department of Agriculture, Treas
W"Y, Health, Education and Welfare, and 
Post Office. Many of these positions are 
unnecessary and simply create layers of 
bureaucracy that iinpede decisiolllllak
ing. Again we would literally have a 
stronger military force if we cut this 

massive Pentagon civilian bureaucracy 
in half. 

Some-not all-but a sizable number 
of high ranking U.S. officers have pro
vided themselves with unbelievable lux
uries and special privileges at public 
expense. 

As disclosed by the House Appropria
tions Committee, high level officers are 
flying free around the world with con
firmed reservations on the Military Air
lift Command. In fiscal year 1972 over 
336,000 overseas flights alone were made 
for nonofficial travel. Lieutenant colonels 
and above get confirmed reservations 
and have military personnel to handle 
their baggage, escort them to and from 
the plane and through customs, and re
ceive ground transportation and guest 
house privileges. 

This is a waste of valuable manpower. 
Pentagon brass are afforded privileges 

that would make any bureaucrat blush 
with envy. They have 45 limousines with 
chauffeurs standing by for local trans
portation and 62 helicopters for longer 
trips. 

Outside the Pentagon, 178 aircraft are 
assigned to senior officers worldwide at 
a cost of $39.2 million annually. Many of 
these are fixed up to VIP standards. One 
jet recently redecorated by Gen. Jack 
Catton cost over $760,000. It contains 
new fixtures, plush seats, three bath
rooms, carpeting, and a racing stripe. 
This is the kind of waste that can be 
eliminated. 

Where else can that $1 billion be saved? 
We could be more careful of goldplating 
and golden handshakes. Goldplating not 
only forces the cost of our weapons up 
but it reduces our force structure. If 
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we can only build new planes for a cost 
of $20 million and these aircraft replace 
others purchased at $4 million sooner or 
later it will drive the force level down. 
It is unilateral disarmament. 

Golden handshakes make this situa
tion possible. When industry is all-0woo 
to bid in low with the expectation oi re
covering losses at a later date, it thr-0ws 
the entire procurement process out of 
step and places Congress hostage to the 
defense industry. It is much like Presi
dent Teddy Roosevelt sending the Great 
White Fleet around the world over the 
objections of Congress and then simply 
stating if we wanted the fleet back we 
would have to pay for it. 

Mr. President, even the corrective 
measures the Pentagon takes are frought 
with problems. The Navy, for example, 
paid over a million dollars to a private 
consultant for an "efficiency" study that 
should have been used in negotiations for 
a billion dollar weapon, the Mark 48 
torpedo. But the Navy failed to coordi
nate the study with its own contract ne
gotiator or with other Pentagon officials 
and tne consultant's final report was 
obtained too late to be used in the 
negotiations. You might say the Navy 
torpedoed its own study. 

Mr. President, the list of possible 
savings goes on and on. The committee 
report this year makes the most reason
able case with this regard. A reading of 
that document will prove that more than 
$1 billion can be saved. 

Mr. President what do others say 
aoout reducing the military budget? Just 
now much can the budget be reduced and 
still retain sufficient military capability? 

A long series of sound analyses by de
Iense and congressional experts bas pin
pointed many billions in wasteful spend-
1ng. According to one study, over $14 
blliion can be saved out of this year's 
budget. Authored by Alfred Fitt, for
mer Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Manpower; Roswell Gilpatric, former 
Deputy Secretary of Defense; Morton 
Halperin, former Deputy Assistant Secre
tary of Defense; Townsend Hoopes, for
mer Under Secretary of the Air Force; 
George Kistiakowsky, former Presiden
tial Science Adviser; Herbert Scoville, 
former Deputy Director of the CIA; 
Ivan Selin, former Deputy Assistant Sec
retary of Defense, this study makes a 
series of specific proposals for cuts in 
the budget. With experience of that depth 
and quality, their suggestions cannot go 
unnoticed. 

In an excellent study of support cost 
in the Defense budget which he calls the 
submerged one-third, Martin Binkin of 
the Brookings Institution shows where 
$2.28 billion could be saved without af
fecting our fighting capability. 

In the major Brookings study this year, 
a range of defense options indicates that 
between $10 and $25 billion could be 
pruned from the budget using different 
assumptions and force levels. 

A study of strategic forces by A1ton 
Quanbeck and Barry Blechman puts for
ward the possibility that up to $4 billion 
in strategic weapons costs and operation 
could be cut gradually from the budget. 

A specific recommendation by Herbert 

Scoville, former high official of the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency and the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency has 
identified almost $3 billion in excess 
weaponry. 

The Center for Defense Analysis has 
concluded that there is $5.1 billion in the 
budget for major weapon systems of mar
ginal utility. The center is headed by 
Adm. Gene LaRocque, retired. 

The Members of Congress for Peace 
Through Law produced an analysis 
showing where changes in the Defense 
budget would produce potential savings 
of $16 billion. 

Mr. President, I want to make it clear 
that I do not support any one of these 
proposed cuts. I cite them to indicate 
that many responsible people have 
reached conclusions of their own that 
the defense budget can be cut back dras
tically. I do not believe that there can 
be a drastic cut in this budget. I would 
not vote for one. 

But I do think that the taxpayers of 
this country have a right to expect that 
Congress will force the Pentagon to bold 
the line on defense spending to last 
year's level. 

That is a very, \ery modest hope. 
According to recent press articles, the 

House Appropriations Committee is 
thinking of a cut in the budget of be
tween $4 to $5 billion. The Senate Armed 
Services Committee already has found 
nearly $2 billion in wasteful programs. 
The distinguished acting chairman of 
that committee, Mr. SYMINGTON, has 
shown that another $2 billion should be 
cut from the procurement bill. I find his 
arguments extremely compelling. And 
they are backed by the kind of thorough 
research necessary to make the case. 

The chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee has said that "some realistic 
spending cuts can be made in the De
partment of Defense budget without di
minishing or weakening our national de
fense posture." He has said, "We may 
not be able to surpass or even equal the 
$5 billion reduction of lu.st year but this 
is our purpose and this is what we shall 
undertake to accomplish." 

Mr. President, in view of all these 
other statements, my amendment seems 
far too conservative. But I would argue 
we must be conservative in these mat
ters. A hold-the-line approach is the an-
swer. 

THE CONTINUING RESOLUTION 

One of the unique aspects of this 
amendment is its similarity to the con
tinuing resolution. At present the Pen
tagon is operating under the authority of 
the continuing resolution which limits 
the rate of operations to last year's 
budget or the new budget whichever is 
lower. Since the new budget is higher, 
the Pentagon is operating under last 
year's levels. 

This means that my amendment would 
not in any way involve a cutback from 
current Pentagon spending practices. 
Since they are operating at last year's 
level, the amendment would simply con
tinue to allow them to spend at present 
rates. There would be no cutback. There 
would be no double-up effect for the last 
half of the year. There would be no base 

closings. There would be no firings or 
unemployment problem. Life would go on 
as before. 

The new increases in the budget would 
be denied, but the old levels would con
tinue to be met. If we adequately de
f ended the country last year at $74.2 bil
lion we can do it again this year without 
the burden of Vietnam. 

Mr. President I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the continuing re
solution be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PUBLIC LAW 93-52 
Joint resolution n1aking continuing appro

priations for the fiscal year 1974, and for 
other purposes 
Resolved by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America. in Congress assembled, That the 
following sums are appropriated out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, and out of applicable corporate or 
other revenues, receipts, and funds, for the 
several departments, agencies, corporations, 
and other organizational units of the Gov
ernment for the fiscal year 1974, namely: 

SEc. 101. (a) (1) Such amounts as may be 
nece;,sary for continuing projects or activities 
(not otherwise specifically provided for in 
this joint resolution) which were conducted 
in the fiscal year 1973 and for which appro
p1·iations, funds, or other authority would be 
available in the following Appropriation Acts 
for the fiscal year 1974: 

Agr:culture-Environmental and Consumer 
Protection Appropriation Act; 

District of Columbia Appropriation Act; 
Department of Housing and Urban Devel

opment; Space, Science, Veterans, and Cer
tain Other Independent Agencies Appropria
tion Act; 

Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriation Act; 

Departments of Labor, and Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, and Related Agencies Ap
propriation Act, as now or hereafter passed 
by the House and the Senate; 

L-egislative Branch Appropriation Act; 
Public Works for Water and Power Devel

opment and Atomic Energy Commission Ap
propriation Act; 

Departments of State, Justice, and Com
merce, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies 
Appropriation Act; and 

Department of Transportation and Related 
Agencies Appropriation Act; 

(2) Appropriations made by this subsec
tion shall be available to the extent and in 
the manner which would be provided by the 
pertinent appropriation Act; 

(3) Whenever the amount which would be 
made available or the authority which would 
be granted under an Act listed in this sub
section as passed by the House is different 
from that which would be available or 
granted under such Act as passed by the Sen
ate, the pertinent project or activity shall be 
continued under the lesser amount or the 
more restrictive authority: Provided, That no 
provision in any appropriation Act for the 
fiscal year 1974, which makes the availability 
of any appropriation provided therein de
pendent upon the enactment of additional 
authorizing or other legislation, shall be ef
fective before the date set forth in section 
102(c) of this Joint resolution; 

(4) Whenever an Act listed in this sub
section has been passed by only one House 
or where an item is included in o:nly one 
:version of an Act as passed by both Houses, 
the pertinent project or activity shall be 
continued under the appropriation. fund, or 
authority granted by the one House, but -at 
a rate for operations not exceeding the cur-
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rent rate or the rate permitted by the action 
of the one House, whichever is lower: Pro
vided, That no provision which is included 
in an appropriation Act enumerated in this 
subsection but which was not included in 
the applicable appropriation Act for 1973, 
and which by its terms is applicable to more 
than one appropriation, fund, or authority 
shall be applicable to any appropriation, 
fund, or authority provided in this Joint 
resolution unless such provision shall have 
been included in identical form in such 
bill as enacted by both the House and the 
Senate: Provided further, That with respect 
to the projects and activities included in the 
Departments of Labor, and Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, and Related Agencies Ap
propriation Act, the current rate for opera
tions within the meaning of this Joint resolu
tion shall be that permitted by the joint 
resolution of July 1, 1972 (Public Law 92-
334, as amended), and other appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1973: Provided further, 
That the aggregate amounts made available 
to each State under title I-A of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act for 
grants to local education agencies within 
that State shall not be less than such 
amounts as were made available for that 
purpose for fiscal year 1972; 

(b) Such amounts as may be necessary 
for continuing projects or activities (not 
otherwise provided for in this Joint resolu
tion) which were conducted in the fiscal 
year 1973 and are listed in this subsection 
at a rate for operations not in excess of the 
current rate or the rate provided for in the 
budget estimate, whichever is lower, and 
under the more restrictive authority- -

activities for which provision was made 
in Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov
ernment Appropriation Act, 1973;_ 

activities for which provision was made in 
the Department of Defense Appropriation 
Act, 1973; 

activities !or which provision was made in 
the Military Construction Appropriation Act, 
1973; 

activities for which provision was made in 
section 108 of Public Law 92-571, as amended, 
and such amounts shall be available not
Withstanding section 10 o:f Pub]J.c Law 91-672 
and section 655 ( c) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended; and in addition, 
unobllgated balances as of June 30, 1973, of 
1unds heretofore made available under the 
authority of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended, are hereby continued 
available for the same general purposes for 
which appropriated: Provided, That new 
obligational authority authorized. herein to 
carry out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as amended, and the Foreign Military Sales 
Act, as amended, shall not exceed an annual 
rate of $2,200,000,000: Provided furthe.r, That 
none of the activities contained in this pars-
graph should be funded at a rate exceeding 
one quarter of the annual rate as provided 
by this joint resolution; 

activities of the Commission on Interna
tional Economic Polley, notwithstanding sec
tion 209 of Public Law 92-412; 

activities for the "Special fund" estab
lished by section 223 of the Drug Abuse Of
fice and Treatment Act of 1972 (Public Law 
92-253) for which provision was made in the 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1973; 

activities incident to adjudication of In
dian Tribal Claims by the Indian Claims 
Commission for which provision was made in 
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1973; 

activities of the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting; 

activities for operating expenses, domestic 
programs, of ACTION, for which provision 
was made in the Supplemental Appropria
tions Act, 1973; 

activities of the Office of Consumer Af
fairs; 

activities of the Cabinet Committee on 
Opportunities for Spanish-Speaking People; 
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activities of the National Study Commis
sion on Water Quality Management; 

activities of the National Industrial Pollu
tion Control Council; 

activities of the Department of the In
terior for: (a) Saline water research pro
gram, (b) Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands, and (c) grants-in-aid and special 
bicentennial grants-in-aid under the Preser
vation of Historic Properties; 

activities of the American Revolution Bi
centennial Commission; 

activities for Coast Guard reserve training; 
activities of the Federal Railroad Admin

istration for grants to National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation; 

activities of the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration under the National 
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966, 
as amended. 

( c) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
continuing projects or activities for which 
disbursements are made by the Secretary of 
the Senate, and the Senate items under the 
Architect of the Capitol, to the extent and in 
the manner which would be provided for in 
the budget estimates for fiscal year 1974; 

(d) Such amounts as may be-necessary for 
continuing the following activities, but at 
a rate !or operations not in excess of the 
budget estimate-

activities under section 201 (g) (1) of the 
Social Security Act, as amended, for which 
provision was ma.de in the Second Supple
mental Appropriations Act, 1973; 

activities authorized by title I of Public 
Law 92-328; and 

(e) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
-continuing the following activities, but at a 
rate for operations not in excess of the cur-
· rent rate-

activities o.f the National Commission on 
Productivity; 

Activities relating to the compensation and 
reimbursement of attorneys appointed by 
Judges of the District of Columbia. courts 
pursuant to the Criminal Justice Act of 
1964, as amended; 

activities of the Commission on the Organ
ization of the Goverhment for the Conduct 
of Foreign Policy; 

notwithstanding the fourth clause of sub
section (b) of this section, activities of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel
fare for assistance to refugees in the United 
States (Cuban program); 

activities under the Vocational Rehabili
tation Act, as a.mended, and the Manpower 
Development and Training Act of 1962, as 
amended, and title .I and title III-B of the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as 
a.mended, for which provision was made 
under joint resolutien of July l, 1972, Public 
Law 92-334, as amended, and the Supple
mental Appropriations Act, 1973, Public Law 
92-607: Provided, That the current rate for 
. operations shall be defined as that permitted 
by such appropriations for fiscal year 1973; 
and 

activities under the Public Works and Eco
nomic Development Act of 1965, as amended. 

SEC. 102. Appropriations and funds made 
available and authority granted pursuant to 
this Joint resolution shall remain available 
until (a) enactment into law of an appro
priation for any project or activity provided 
for in this joint resolution, or (b) enactment 
of the applicable Appropriation Act by both 
Houses without any provision for such pro
ject or activity, or (c) September 80, 1973, 
whichever first occurs. 

SEc. 103. Appropriations and funds made 
available or authority granted pursuant to 
this Joint resolution may be used without 
regard to the time limitations tor sub.mission 
and approv·a1 of apportionment set forth in 
subsection ( d) (2) of section 3679 of the Re
vised Statutes, as 1UI1ended, but nothing 
herein shall be construed to waive any other 

provision of law governing· the apportion
ment of funds. 

SEC. 104'. Appropriations made and author
ity granted pursuant to this joint resolution 
shall cover all obligations or expenditures in
curred for any project or activity during the 
period for which funds or authority for such 
project or activity are available under this 
Joint resolution. 

SEC. 105. Expenditures made pursuant to 
this Joint resolution shall be charged to the 
applicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza
tion whenever a bill in which such applicable 
appropriation, fund, or authorization is con
tained is enacted into law. 

SEC. 106. No appropriation or fund made 
available or authority granted pursuant to 
this Joint resolution shall be used to initiate 
or resume any project or activity for which 
appropriations, funds, or other authority 
were not available during the fiscal year 
1973. 

SEC. 107. Any appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1974 required to be apportioned pur
suant to section 3679 of the Revised Stat
utes, as amended, may be apportioned on a 
basis indicating the need (to the extent any 
such increases cannot be absorbed within 
available appropriations) for a supplemental 
or deficiency estimate of appropriation to the 
extent necessary to permit payment of such 
pay increases as may be granted pursuant 
to law to civUian officers and employees a.nd 
to active and retired military personnel. Each 
such appropriation shall otherwise be sub
ject to the requirements of section 3679 of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended. · 

SEC. 108. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, on or after August 15, 1973, no 
funds herein or heretofore appropriated .may 
be obligated or expended to finance directly 
or indirectly combat activities by United 
States military forces in or over or from off 
the shores o! North Vietnam, South Vietnam, 
Laos or Cambodia. · 

· SEC. 109. Appropriations and authority pro
vided in this joint resolution shall be avail-

. able from July 1, 1973, and all obligations in
curred in anticipation of the appropriations 

·and authority provided in this Joint resolu
. tion are hereby ratified and confirmed if oth
.erwise in accordance with the provisions of 
-this Joint resolution. 

SEC. 110. Unless specifically authorized by 
Congress, none of the funds herein appropri
ated under this joint resolution or heretofore 
appropriated under any other Act may be ex
pended tor the purpose o! providing assist
d-nce in the reconstruction or rehabilitation 
of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam 
(North Vietnam). 

SEc. 111. Any provision o! law whlch re
quires unexpended funds· to return to the 
general fund of the Treasury at the end of 

· the fiscal year shall not be held to affect the 
status of any lawsuit or right of action in
volving the right to those funds . 
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in 
prior years, ceiling amendments have in

··volved a cutback in spending. They have 
met with opposition because of the threat 
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that a cutback would be doubled up for 
the last half of the fiscal year. This is a 
consequence of the congressional sched
ule. 

This year that is not the case. There 
will be no problems of that type. The 
hold-the-line approach is acceptance of 
the status quo--not a cutback in present 
programs. 

I am delighted the Senator from Mis
souri is on the floor, because he has indi
cated such a deep interest in our econ
omy, and now I would like to touch very 
briefly on that. 

Mr. President, this amendment is de
signed in two ways to meet the inflation 
problem. 

First, military spending is peculiarly 
inflationary because all of the spending 
has the full effect any Government 
spending has on demand. If my amend
ment succeeds, we will prevent an addi
tional $4 billion from being pumped into 
the economy. Inflation is our number one 
problem. Last month it hit the worst 
rate since the World War II period. An 
additional $4 billion of military outlay 
which this amendment would prevent 
would surely aggravate that inflation. It 
would mean $4 billion seeking goods and 
services and manpower already in short 
supply in many areas. The prices of 
those products would be sure to rise more 
sharply because of this additional spend
ing. 

And the military spending has an es
pecially sharp effect because it produces 
no economic goods. Government spend
ing that builds houses-also increases 
general demand but it increases the sup
ply and therefore tends to hold down the 
cost of housing. Government spending 
that goes into manpower training also 
swells the general spending and bids up 
prices, but it results in more men and 
women trained to work in areas where 
skills are in short supply, so wage and 
therefore prices tend to stay within 
bounds. 

But Government spending to hire sol
diers and sailors, to build weapons, or to 
provide for more military staffing, pro
vides no economic goods. Demand in
creases but there is no corresponding in
crease in supply. Result: a specially viru
lent inflationary effect. 

Now there is one other reason why 
this amendment is solid antiinflation 
fare. It is designed to hold down spend
ing now-when inflation is at its height. 
Because it is aimed at 1974 outlays, it 
will have its full effect within the next 
nine and a half months. Unlike other 
amendments that would reduce obliga
tional authority, this amendment would 
stop the inflationary impact of spending 
precisely when we need to slow it down, 
not when unemployment is serious and 
the economic effect would be to aggravate 
that unemployment. Almost all other 
amendments designed to reduce the 
amount of spending in this bill or in 
the appropriation bill would have a de
layed effect, in fact most of the effect 
would be felt in later years. But every 
nickel of this hold down amendment 
would hit the economy by June 30 of 
next year. It would be right on the eco
nomic target. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator said 

there would be a reduction of $1 billion; 
but if the present budget is over $78 
billion and this amendment is $74 bil
lion, how can there be a reduction of 
only $1 billion? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. What I am talking 
about is the net effect, in real terms, 
when we allow for the amount we were 
spending in Vietnam. The $74.2 billion 
we spent last year included a very sub
stantial amount, about $7 billion, that 
we were spending on Vietnam. We wlll 
not be spending that money for fighting 
a war in Vietnam this year. Therefore, 
we will have an amount that we can 
apply as a saving to the inflation cost. 

And when we do that and apply it, we 
recognize that we do not make a cut in 
present funding of anything like $4 bil
lion. 

In fact, it is only $1 billion total in 
real terms. It is a $4 billion cut below the 
President's request. But it is not a cut 
below what the Defense Department is 
spending now. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
want to be sure I understand. We made a 
cut of $1.5 billion in committee. I rec
ommended an additional cut. We have 
now reduced that cut by replacing one of 
the weapons systems-to $1 billion. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
want to stress that this is not a cut, in 
money terms at least. This is exactly the 
same amount this year as last year. It is 
a reduction below what the President 
recommends. He recommends an in
crease. This amendment prevents that 
increase on the grounds that we are not 
engaged in a war in Vietnam and not 
spending that money and can apply those 
funds to take care of the inflation costs 
and the pay raise costs that we have. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
what amount does the able Senator from 
Wisconsin take out for the Vietnam war? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The way we calcu
late it, we estimate that it was approach
ing $7 billion last year. It is about $4 bil
lion this year. It is a net savings of about 
$3 billion. 

Mr. President, I will be able to sup
ply it to the Senator from Missouri. 

WHY OUTLAYS? 

It may be asked, Why place a hold-the
line ceiling on outlays? Why not total ob
ligatory authority or budget authority? 

The answer: Neither TOA nor NOA 
actually control the rate of expenditures. 
A considerable amount of TOA and NOA 
go for out-year expenditures. It is not all 
consumed the same fiscal year. There
fore any attempt to put a lid on spending 
must be done with outlays. This controls 
prior year appropriations as well as pres
ent year budget authority. 

Sometime before this debate is over 
the term "meat ax approach" will be 
used. It is best to meet this point right 
now. The argument goes that any broad 
attempt to limit spending is a meat-ax 
approach. It is not specific. It is too 
general. 

There are several answers to this. First, 
the hold-the-ceiling approach is designed 

to allow the Defense Department to make 
internal adjustments itself. Saturday 
when I had an amendment up to cut back 
on headquarters staffs, the argument was 
made that Congress should not become 
involved in where the cuts are made. We 
should leave this to the Pentagon. 

Well, this is precisely what amend
ment 515 would do. 

Second, some supporters of the Pen
tagon argue against line item cuts be
cause we do not have the expertise to go 
up against the military experts in the 
Department of Defense. Leave it up to 
the Pentagon they say. Then these same 
supporters turn around and object to 
ceiling amendments because they are the 
meat ax approach-they are too general 
and not specific enough. I submit these 
arguments cannot logically go both ways 
One must make a choice. 

Third, the Senate has taken a firm 
stand on limiting Federal spending. We 
placed a ceiling on Federal expenditures 
of $268 billion. We said no more spend
ing above that amount. Mr. President, 
there were no cries of a meat ax ap
proach when this legislation came before 
us. It was a responsible and reasonable 
thing to do and I supported it with en
thusiasm-although I would have de
sired that the ceiling be lower. 

That same concept is now at work 
-here. Amendment 515 places a ceiling on 
outlays at last year's level. It too is re

. sponsible and reasonable. 
THIS IS AN ANTI-INFLATIONARY AMENDMENT 

Mr. President, Congress is on the spot 
with the spending issue. The Senate has 
responded by placing an outlay ceiling 
on all Federal expenditures $268 billion. 
We must live within that ceiling. 

That will be a tough assignment. Why? 
Because certain budget items for which 
Congress has no control have suddenly 
skyrocketed. 

For example, the interest payment on 
the public debt will be at least $4 billion 
higher than projected in the President's 
budget last January. It could go as high 
as $7 bililon. This is outside the control 
of Congress. 

A second area of expansion is social 
security. Obviously some of this is man
dated by Congress but some also is the 
direct consequence of high inflation and 
the cost-of-living factors built into the 
social security program. Over the latter, 
Congress has no control. 

Mr. President, when you couple these 
uncontrollable increases with the Fed
eral budget it is obvious that we are in 
for a hard time keeping to our self
imposed ceiling. 

Under the President's budget there are 
$202 billion in uncontrollable outlays and 
only $75 billion in controllable outlays. 
Of the $75 billion in controllable outlays 
there are approximately $52 billion for 
national defense and $23 billion for civil
ian projects. 

Now this draws the picture clearly. 
Congress cannot control Federal spend
ing unless there is a ceiling on the de
fense budget which accounts for two
thirds of all controllable outlays. 

That fact alone makes this amend
ment the most important anti-inflation
ary vote of this session. 
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It will be extremely difficult if not 
impossible to take the $4 to $7 billion 
public debt interest increase and the 
social security increases out of the far 
smaller $23 billion of controllable civilian 
spending. 

Most of it must come out of the de
fense budget. And we can do it by hold
ing the line at last year's spending level. 
This is the economy move allowed by 
amendment No. 515. 

To sum up, Mr. President, there are 
many factors that make a hold-the-line 
approach necessary. First, the war in 
Vietnam is over and there will be a $3 
billion outlay savings from that alone. 
Second, this $3 billion almost by itself 
takes care of the increase in the defense 
budget necessary for pay and inflation. 
Third, the remaining $1 billion can be 
found in many places as Congress has 
shown the past 4 years. Fourth, a hold 
the line to last year's level will not in 
any way degrade our national security. 
In fact, it will improve it. 

Fifth, there is no other choice if we 
are to stay within the overall Federal 
outlay ceiling. This is where the con
trollable funds are. 

And sixth, it is the answer to the 
question of "Why does peace cost more 
than war?" 

Peace need not cost more than war. In
flation can be slowed down. Congress can 
limit Federal expenditures. 

Amendment No. 515 will help do it. 
Mr. President, I am ready to yield back 

the remainder of my time. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 

yield back the time on our side. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUMPHREY). All time has been yielded 
back. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, have 
the yeas and nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been ordered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my staff assist
ant, Ron Tammen, be permitted to be 
present in the Chamber during the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the clerk of the 
Appropriations Committee be permitted 
to remain in the Chamber during the 
roll call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment <No. 515) of the Senator 
from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE). On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH), the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. ERVIN), and the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. STENNIS) are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. ERVIN) would vote "nay," 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio <Mr. SAXBE) and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SCHWEIKER) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) is absent on of
ficial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) is absent because 
of illness. 

The result was announced-yeas 31, 
nays 62, as follows: 

Abourezk 
Burdick 
Church 
Clark 
Cranston 
Eagleton 
Fulbright 
Gravel 
Hart 
Hartke 
Haskell 

[No. 423 Leg.] 
YEAS-31 

Hathaway 
Huddleston 
Hughes 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Mansfield 
McGovern 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya 

NAYS-62 
Aiken Dole 
Allen Domenic! 
Baker Dominick 
Bartlett Eastland 
Beall Fannin 
Bellmen Fong 
Bennett Goldwater 
Bentsen Griffin 
Bible Gurney 
Bid en Hansen 
Brock Hatfield 
Brooke Helms 
Buckley Hollings 
Byrd, Hruska 

Harry F ., Jr. Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Javits 
Cannon Johnston 
Case Long 
Chiles Magnuson 
Cook Mathias 
Cotton McClellan 
Curtis McClure 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Stafford 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Williams 

McGee 
Mcintyre 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Percy 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

WilliamL. 
Sparkman 
Stevens 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weick er 
Young 

NOT VOTING-7 
Bayh 
Ervin 
Pearson 

Sax be 
Schweiker 
Stennis 

Taft 

So Mr. PROXMIRE'S amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
for the information of the Senate, it is 
my understanding that the distinguished 
authors of the next amendment, Mr. 
BAKER and Mr. BENTSEN, have indicated 
that they do not plan to ask for a roll
call vote on the amendment. It has also 
been indicated, I believe, that not much 
time will be taken by the amendment. 

Following that, I understand that the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. THURMOND) has two amend
ments which he will be able to call up and 
dispose of quickly, without yea and nay 
votes. 

On the strength of these assurances 
Mr. President, I think Senators can leav~ 
at this time if they have other engage
ments, with the understanding that there 
will be no more rollcall votes tonight. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, for myself 
and on behalf of my cosponsors, Senators 
BENTSEN,BENNETT,BEALL,BROCK,ROBERT 
C. BYRD, CASE, DOMENIC!, ERVIN, FONG, 

HANSEN, JACKSON, MANSFIELD, NUNN, 
WILLIAM L. SCOTT, DOMINICK, GOLDWA
TER, and CooK, I call up our amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with and 
that the entire amendment be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The amendment ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD is as follows: 

On page 26, between lines 22 and 23, it is 
proposed to insert a new title as follows: 

"TITLE VII-STUDY COMMISSION 
"DEFENSE MANPOWER COMMISSION 

"SEc. 701. (a) There is hereby established 
a commission to be known as the Defense 
Manpower Commission (hereinafter in this 
title referred to as the 'Commission'). 

"(b) The Comm.ission shall be composed 
of seven members appointed as follows: 

" ( 1) One member to be appointed by the 
majority leader of the Senate; 

"(2) One member to be appointed by the 
minority leader of the Senate; 

"(3) One member to be appointed by the 
majority leader of the House of Representa
tives; 

"(4) One member to be appointed by the 
minority leader of the House of Representa
tives; and 

" ( 5) Three members to be appointed by the 
President. 
No person may be appointed to the Com
mission who is a civilian officer or employee 
of the Federal Government; and no person 
may be appointed who is serving on active 
duty with the Armed Forces of the United 
States. 

"(c) The Commission shall elect a Chair
man and Vice Chairman from among it.3 
members. 

"(d) Four members of the Commission 
shall constitute a quorum. Any vacancy in 
the Commission shall not affect its powers, 
but shall be filled in the same manner in 
which the original appointment was made . 

"DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 

"SEC. 702. It shall be the duty of the Com
mission to conduct a comprehensive study 
and investigation of the overall manpower 
requirements of the Department of Defense 
on both a short-term and long-term basis 
with a view to determining what the man
power requirements are currently and will 
likely be over the next ten years, and how 
manpower can be more effectively utilized in 
the Department o! Defense. In carrying out 
such study and investigation the Commis
sion shall give special consideration to-

" ( 1) the effectiveness with which active 
duty personnel are utilized, particularly in 
headquarters staffing and in the number of 
support forces in relation to combat forces; 

"(2) whether the pay structure, including 
fringe benefits, is adequate and equitable at 
all levels; 

"(3) the distribution of grades within each 
armed force and the requirements for ad
vancement in grade; 

"(4) whether the military retirement sys
tem is fair and equitable; 

"(5) whether the military retirement sys
tem is consistent with overall Department of 
Defense requirements and is comparable to 
civilian retirement plans; and 

"(6) such other matters as the Commission 
deems pertinent to the study and investi
gation authorized by this title. 

"POWERS OF THE COMMISSION 

"SEC. 703. (a) The Commission or, on the 
authorizaition of the Commission, any sub
committee or member thereof, may for the 
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purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this title, hold such heuings and sit and act 
at such times and places as the Commission 
or such subcommittee or member may deem 
advisable. 

"(b) The Commission is authorized to se
cure directly from any executive department, 
bureau, agency, board, commission, office, 
independent establishment, or instrumen
tality information, suggestions, estimates, 
and statistics for the purposes of this title. 
Ea.oh such department, bureau, agency, 
boa.rd, commission, office, establishment, or 
instrumentality is authorized and directed 
to furnish such information, suggestions, 
estimates, and statistics directly to the Com
mission, upon request ma.de by the Chair
man or Vice Chairman. 

"(c) The Commission shall establish ap
propriate measures to insure the safeguard
ing of all classified informa,tion submitted 
to or Jnspected by it in carrying out its 
duties under this title. 

"COMPENSATION OF COMMISSION 
"SEC. 704. Each member of the Commission 

shall receive an a.mount equal to the dally 
rate pa.id a GS-18 under the General Sched
ule contained in section 5332 of title 5, 
United Staites Code (including traveltime), 
during which he is engaged in the actual 
performance of his duties as a member of 
the Commission. Members of the Commission 
shall be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, 
and other necessary expenses incurred by 
them in the performance of their duties. 

"STAFF OF THE COMMISSION 
"SEC. 705. (a) The Commission shall ap

point an Executive Director and such other 
personnel as it deems advisable without re
gard to the provisions of title 5, United States 
Code, governing appointments in the com
petitive service, and shall fix the compensa
tion of such personnel without regard to 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subcha.pter 
m of chapter 53 of such title relating to 
classification a.nd General Schedule pay rates; 
but personnel so appointed may not receive 
compensation in excess of the rate author
ized for GS-18 by section 5332 of such title 
5. 

"(b) That Commission is authorized to 
procure the services of experts and consult
ants in accordance with section 3109 of title 
5, United States Code, but at rates not to 
exceed the daily rate paid a person occupying 
a position at GS-18. 

"(c) The Commission is authorized to 
enter into contracts with public agencies, 
private firms, institutions, and individuals 
for the conduct of research and surveys, the 
preparation of reports, and other activities 
necessary to the discharge of its duties. 

"ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
"SEC. 706. The Administrator of the Gen

eral Service Administration shall provide 
administrative services for the Commission 
on a reimbursable basis. 

"REPORTS OF THE COMMISSION 
"SEC. 707. (a) The Commission shall, from 

time to time, submit interim reports to the 
Congress and to the President regarding its 
duties under this title, and shall include in 
any such reports its findings together with 
such recommendations for administrative or 
legislative action as the Commission con
siders advisable. 

"(b) The Commission shall submit its 
:final report to the Congress and to the Presi
dent not more than eighteen months after 
the appointment of the Commission. Such 
report shall include all interim reports and 
the final findings and recommendations of 
the Commission. 

" ( c) The Commission shall cease to exist 
sixty days after the submission of its final 
report. 

''AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEC. 708. There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the Commission such sums 

as may be necessary to carry out the pro
visions of this title.". 

Redesignate the exfisting title VII as title 
VIII and renumber the sections thereof 
accordingly. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there are 
certain minor changes that result from 
typographical errors and certain other 
minor changes that I have outlined in 
my statement. I ask unanimous consent 
that the changes as outlined in my state
ment may be made. I inquire whether 
that requires unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the changes will be made. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I also ask 
unanimous consent-and this has been 
cleared with my cosponsor (Mr. BENT
SEN)-that I may modify the amend
ment on page 7, line 3, by striking out 
"such sums as may be necessary" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "a sum not to 
exceed $2.5 million." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the modification will be made. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, last Wed
nesday, the distinguished junior Senator 
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) and I pro
posed the establishment of an independ
ent commission to study all aspects of 
defense manpower, from recruitment to 
retirement. However, in offering that 
proposal as an amendment, there appear 
to have been a couple of printing errors 
which I should like to correct at this 
point, as well as making a minor modi
fication in the wording of the Defense 
Manpower Commission's duties. The 
changes are as follows: 

On the first page, strike all of line 3 
which reads, "(5) Three members to be 
appointed by the." It is out of context, 
incomplete, and unnecessary. You will 
notice that the same line is printed on 
the second page in its entirety on lines 
16 and 17. 

On page 3, in section 702, line 13, after 
the word "which," I would like to add 
the words "civilian and" so that it reads, 
"(1) the effectiveness with which civilian 
and active duty personnel are utilized.'' 

This modification is not intended to 
get the Commission into consideration 
of the adequacy of the civilian pay scale, 
but raither the utilization of civilian as 
well as military personnel at the Depart
ment of Defense. 

The final change is on page 3, lines 21 
and 22. You will notice that military re
tirement is covered in lines 23 and 24 
as well. In reintroducing our proposal 
as an amendment, military retirement 
was listed twice as a duty of the Com
mission while one of the other duties 
which had been originally cited, was 
eliminated. This was unintentional and 
I should like to restore that duty by 
striking lines 21 and 22 on page 3 and 
inserting in lieu thereof: 

(4) the cost-effectiveness and manpower 
utilization of the United States armed forces 
as compared with the armed forces of other 
countries; 

Thus, Mr. President, the only real 
change which has been made in our 
proposal is to expand the duties of the 
Commission to include the considera
tion of civilian as well as military man
power at the Department of Defense. 

The Commission will consist of seven 
members chosen from public life, none 

of whom are active duty military per
sonnel, employees of the Federal Gov
ernment, or members of Congress. The 
majority and minority leaders of each 
House will appoint one member each, 
while the President will select the re
maining three individuals. 

As previously mentioned, the duties of 
the Commission are essentially fivefold. 
They would be required to study the re
quirement for and utilization of all civil
ian and active duty military personnel, 
the adequacy and equitability of the pay 
structure at all levels, including fringe 
benefits, the distribution of grades with
in each armed force and the require
ments for advancement in grade, the 
consistency of the military retirement 
system with overall DOD requirements 
as well as its comparability to civilian 
retirement plans, and the cost-effective
ness and manpower utilization of the 
U.S. Armed Forces as compared to the 
armed forces of other countries. This is 
indeed an ambitious mandate, but nec
essary in our view for a number of rea
sons. 

In the last few days, we have debated 
no less than 15 amendments to the 
military procurement bill. Of those 15 
amendments, a dozen have related to 
weapons procurement or R. & D.; and yet 
we spend over 50 percent of the defense 
budget on civilian and military man
power. In the present request, man
power-narrowly defined-accounts for 
55.6 percent of the total budget. How
ever, if we include the costs of medical 
programs, construction of hospitals, et 
cetera, manpower accounts for over 66 
percent of total defense outlays. That 
means that two out of every three de
fense dollars goes for manpower-related 
expenses. Moreover, projections show that 
it will continue to get worse and that 
military retirement alone could cost us 
a total of $400 billion in the next 26 
years. 

This is not to say that we should 
abandon efforts to maximize the cost
eff ectiveness of each and every weapons 
system, but rather that we should devote 
equal attention to the requirement for 
and utilization of civilian and military 
manpower at the Department of Defense. 
I was shocked to find out that the in
creased cost of defense over the past 20 
years is not a result of more expensive 
weapons, as is commonly believed, but 
rather a result of sharply escalating 
manpower costs. Since fiscal year 1954, 
manpower-related expenditures have ac
counted for 93 percent of the increased 
cost of defense as opposed to 7 percent 
for weapons procurement, military con
struction, and R. & D.; and since fiscal 
year 1964, manpower has caused 96.4 
percent of the increase in defense costs 
in comparison to 3.6 percent for the other 
areas. 

Thus, it is reasonable to ask why, 1n 
view of such data, we continue to devote 
the preponderance of our frugality to 
weapons procurement almost to the ex
clusion of civilian and military man
power. 

Well, there are several reasons. One is 
that only recently has the Department 
of Defense come forth with concrete pro
posals to effect changes in the military 
retirement system, officer grade limita-
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tions, and a number of other manpow~r 
areas-proposals which, I am told, will 
be considered in the next 18 months. But 
the second, and more significant, reaso_n 
is that defense manpower is extraordi
narily difficult to grasp, especially in 
comparison to highly visible weapons 
projects which cost a specific amount of 
money and are normally deployed for a 
definite set of reasons. Also, the Congress 
neither has the time nor the resources 
to undertake the sort of fundamental, 
but comprehensive, examination of de
fense manpower required to deal effec
tively with this complex matter. Thus, 
we must rely upon the Department of 
Defense to initiate proposals in this area. 
But it is unrealistic to expect members 
of a prominent institution to entertain 
notions of fundamental change when the 
majority of their time is spent defending 
the status quo. 

For this reason, we turned to the in
dependent study commission. This Com
mission would be responsible primarily 
to the Congress and would not be ac
countable to the President to either ac
cept or reject its findings as has been the 
case with many of the so-called Presi
dential commissions. Moreover, this 
Commission would be urged to report to 
the Congress and the President as often 
as deemed necessary in order to influ
ence administrative or legislative pro
posals under consideration in this area. 
The final report of the Commission 
would be essentially a compilation of all 
the interim reports, and would be due 
18 months after the appointment of its 
members. 

The only problem which might arise is 
that of cooperation between the Com
mission and departments and agencies 
of the executive branch. But we have 
attempted to deal with that by requiring 
the provision of such data, statistics, and 
so forth, as the Commission may desire 
upon request from the Chairman or Vice 
Chairman. Should this section prove to 
be inadequate, it might be necessary to 
consider the imposition of time dead
lines for gathering of such data. How
ever, I am sure that the Department of 
Defense, as well as the White House, will 
do all in their power to facilitate the 
fulfillment of the Commission's man
date and that the findings of the 
Commission will prove invaluable to 
Congress in its effort to maximize the 
cost-effectiveness of all aspects of the 
defense budget in the crucial years ahead. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of our 
amendment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona for a question. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. On page 3 of the 
amendment the statement is made: 

It shall be the duty of the Commission to 
conduct a comprehensive study and investi
gation of the overall manpower require
ments. 

Does that language include civilian 
requirements? 

Mr. BAKER. That contemplates the 
civilian employees of the military, as 
well as the military. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. As well as the mili
tary? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, that is correct. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I wanted to make 

that clear, because if there is one thing 
that needs overhauling in the Pentagon, 
it is the accumulation of civilians who 
are there, and I think we ought to cor
rect that situation. 

Mr. BAKER. I agree with that; and 
the amendment so contemplates. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, has 
the Senator from Tennessee been ap
prised of amendments that the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) and 
I intend to offer? 

Mr. BAKER. I have been so apprised. 
I believe that the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. BENTSEN) has been, too. For my 
part, I am willing to accept the amend
ments. 

Mr. BENTSEN. That is agreeable to 
me. I think both amendments are agree
able to me. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee ask unani
mous consent to modify his amendment 
accordingly-that is, as to the proposal 
of the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the perfecting 
amendments of the Senator from Mis
souri (Mr. EAGLETON) be accepted. 

I ask unanimous consent that the sec
ond modifying amendment of the Sena
tor from Missouri be included at the ap
propriate part of the RECORD, and that 
the clerk be authorized to conform the 
modifying amendments to other parts of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I sup
port the Bentsen-Baker amendment. I 
do so with some reluctance because of the 
natural suspicion I have of the worth of 
commissions and study groups. But the 
all-volunteer concept is a special case. 
I believe that Congress must obtain vital 
data about this concept as soon as possi
ble to see whether modifications will be 
required over the next few years. I com
mend the distinguished sponsors for their 
foresight. 

One of the areas of prime interest to 
me-and not specifically mentioned in 
the amendment-is the recruitment 
function. With the advent of the All
Volunteer Army, it is becoming obvious 
that there is a need to carefully scrutinize 
the procedures by which young men and 
women are inducted into the armed 
forces. 

Not long ago, several newspaper stories 
reported a nationwide investigation into 
widespread malpractice by Army recruit
ers. one Associated Press study said that 
107 Army recruiters had been pulled off 
their jobs during a 7-month period. 
One investigation involving possible re
cruiter malpractices took place in my 
own State of Missouri, in Kansas City. 
At the time of that investigation the 
Army was looking into other reports of 
malpractice in 37 different States. 

Obviously, the tremendous pressure of 
meeting quotas ha-s caused a serious de
terioration of standards-both in the 
quality of enlistees and the ethics em
ployed to recruit them. 

The following passage from an article 
by Mr. David Cortright entitled "The 

Military Recruitment Racket," describes 
the problem we are facing today: 

The expansion of recruitment is spreading 
a system notorious for its lack of honesty. 
With their special access to information such 
as lists of those ordered to take pre-induc
tion physicals of graduating high school 
seniors, many recruiters employ question
able high pressure methods. • . • Many re
cruiters make alluring promises they have 
no authority to keep, or fail to mention th& 
conditions that go along with various options 
and bonuses. 

It is a distressing situation if the mili
tary profession must resort to these ques
tionable tactics in order to meet quotas. 

Another of the problems related to 
recruitment is the high-intensity adver
tising campaign which uses every com
munications medium to lure new volun
teers. On radio, television and in the 
printed media statements such as "Take 
a 16-Month Vacation in Europe," and 
"Hot and Cold Running Blondes," and 
"Multi-Colored Bedspreads," are trum
peted across the Nation. These exag
gerated claims and emotional appeals 
may in fact help in meeting quotas, but 
they inevitably lead to morale problems 
after the recruit finds that his barracks 
at Fort Dix bears little resemblance to a 
16-month vacation in Europe. 

The amount of money spent for ad
vertising is also staggering. In fiscal 1971, 
$10 million was spent and only 8,000 men 
volunteered for the Army. That was an 
average of $1,250 per recruit. In fiscal 
1972, the Defense Department will re
quire $260 million to recruit the 200,000-
plus men required. This is another area 
that requires our most careful scrutiny. 

Two years ago on this floor I took a 
very unpopular stand when I opposed the 
effort to abolish the Selective Service 
System during wartime. I said at that 
time that I believed that an All-Volun
teer Army would be a poor man's army, 
that it would be composed of young men 
and women from the lower end of the 
socioeconomic scale who, because of 
lack of formal education, lack of train
ing, lack of opportunities, and lack of 
money would accept military service as 
a means of economic survival. 

Mr. President, the pressure is on now. 
Army recruiters simply have to meet 
their quotas or their own careers may 
be affected. But I see too clearly the road 
we seem to be heading down and I have 
great fear that my prediction of 2 years 
ago will come to pass. 

I want to give the all-volunteer con
cept a chance just as most Americans 
do. But we must . make sure right now 
that recruitment practices consider hu
man beings as well as quotas. 

Mr. President, I hope the distinguished 
sponsors of this amendment will agree 
that the Commission should make a care
ful and ongoing review of the methods 
employed to recruit enlisted personnel 
along with the other worthwhile sub
jects specifically provided for in the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following items be printed 
in the RECORD following my remarks: 

First. A study on military recruitment 
problems, prepared by my staff. 

Second. The article by Mr. Cortright 
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entitled "The Military Recruitment 
Racket." 

Third. Articles concerning malprac
tice in recruitment. 

Fourth. The text of my modifying 
amendment. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MEMORANDUM 

Re: Military Recruitment Problems. 
With the advent of the All-Volunteer Army 

it becomes necessary to scrutinize the pro
cedures with which young men and women 
are inducted into the Armed Forces, particu
larly the Army. With our attention no longer 
focused on the Selective Service, it becomes 
imperative that there be some monitoring 
and review of basic Army recruiting pro
cedures. This report will attempt to abstract 
and document instances and facts pertain
ing to Army misrepresentation and possible 
solutions and guidelines to prevent further 
injustices and broken enlistment commit
ments. 

PART I-ADVERTISING AND RELATED PROBLEMS 

(Abstracted mainly from Hearings before 
the Special Subcommittee on Recruiting and 
Retention of Military Personnel of the House 
Armed Services Committee-H.A.S.C. 92-42, 
71/72) 

For Fiscal Year 1972, the Army Recruiting 
Command had a total operating budget of 
$52,185,200. This figure does not include 
base-operational support dl·awn from other 
military installations such as military per
sonnel pay, vehicle maintenance and related 
medical services. The breakdown is as 
follows: 

Recruiting ------- --- ------ --- $18, 145, 600 
Advertising --- --------------- 12, 57!), 000 
Armed Forces Examin::i.tion and 

Entrance Stations-Opera-
tions (AFEES-OPS) --------- 19, 679, 600 

Miscellaneous ---------------- 1, 781, 000 

In FY 1972, 200,000 new recruits were 
needed to fulfill Army manpower needs, and 
for that reason, says Major General John 
Q. Henion, these monies are necesary to 
create and use effectively a modern accession 
system. The main components of this sys
tem are: 

1. The continu ing presentation of a broad 
array of options for enlistment which meet 
the Army's requirements in acordance with 
projected manpower placement needs. 

2. A strengthened and improved recruiter 
force, composed of carefully selected men 
and women who will receive improved train
ing and increased support in the form of 
better facilities, more vehicles and more ade
quate expense budgets. 

3. An improved and expanded advertising 
program which has the objective of dis
semination of information on Army services, 
through optimum techniques employed in 
both the print and broadcast media. 

4. Improvement of and within AFEES, both 
physical plant and treatment and process
ing of young men and women passing 
through these stations. 

In his statement, Gen. Henion placed re
peated emphasis on the effectiveness of their 
advertising campaign in producing new vol
unteers. Members of the Subcommittee, how
ever, took issue with his insistence. Mr. 
Daniel in particular, was incensed at the false 
and misleading information portrayed in the 
advertising campaign. Such statements a.s, 
"Take a 16 month vacation in Europe," and 
the implication of 'hot and cold running 
blondes' and 'multicolored bedspreads' we-re 
leading to morale problems within the troops 
when they found that this was not the case. 
Gen. Henion and his aide, Sgt. Maag, assured 
the committee that these problems do not 
occur except in a very few instances, but 

neither Mr. Daniel nor I were particularly 
impressed by their weak protestations. 

Finally, the amount of money spent for 
advertising per recruit is staggering. In FY 
1971, $10 million was spent and only 8,000 
men were inducted, into the Army, for an 
average of $1250 per recruit. Extrapolating 
these figures, Mr. Daniel figured that it would 
require approximately $260 million to recruit 
the 200,000+ men that the Army would need 
in FY 1972. These figures border on absurd
ity. In addition to the tremendous outlays 
for advertising seemingly necessary, the cam
paign has not succeeded in raising the qual
ity level of new recruits as the Army had 
expected. It appears that a basic review of 
methods of 'getting out the word' is in order, 
and a more cost-conscious program is neces
sary. 

PART II-RECENT CASE HISTORIES 

Congress receives letters nearly every day 
from either a new recruit or his family com
plaining about broken enlistment promises.1 

The Army claims that these complaints are 
infrequent, and that when they do occur they 
are expeditiously taken care of by the Office 
of the Secretary of the Army. However, 
many of these cases seem never to be re
solved. An excellent case in point is that of 
Sgt. Steven P. Eason. (The full text of the 
letter is enclosed in Appendix 1). In Janu
ary of 1973, Sgt. Eason wrote to this office 
explicating a sad tale of an enlistment guar
antee never fulfilled. After breaking their 
commitment, the Army visited further indig
nities upon Sgt. Eason by coercing him to 
sign a waiver of his original guarantee under 
the threat of disciplinary action. Of equal 
importance is the way in which the Army 
has handled the alleged violation. Sgt. Eason 
first filed his appeal in October of 1972, yet 
it took four months for action to be taken. 
The typically ambiguous Army response to 
our inquiry is also included in Appendix 1, 
pointing to the conclusion that no matter 
how hard the Army claims that these cases 
are handled with the u tmost speed, it is 
quite possible that in this and similar cases 
the soldier will probably have fulfilled his 
contractual agreement long before the con
flict is resolved. (Further documentation is 
on file). 

PART III-LEGAL ASPECTS OF RECRUITING 

PROCEDURES 

The Military Code of Justice, incorporated 
in the United States Code under Title 10, in
volves myriad sections dealing with Armed 
Forces recruiting. Concentrating on the 
P...rmy, four main sections of Title 10 are 
important to this discussion: 

10 use § 3255-This section empowers the 
Secretary of the Army to conduct intensive 
recruiting campaigns to obtain enlistments 
in the Regular Army. 

10 USC § 3256-This section explains the 
general qualifications for enlistment into the 
Army. 

10 USC § 884-This section states, "Any 
person subject to this chapter (this includes 
recruiting officers and enlistees-lo USC 
§ 802.) who effects an enlistment in or ap
pointment in or separation from the Armed 
Forces of any person known to him to be in
eligible for that enlistment, appointment or 
separation because it is prohibited by law, 
regulation or order shall be punished as a 
court-martial may direct." 

One interpretation of this section reveals 
that "ineligible for that enlistment" could 
apply to any recruiter who guarantees any 
potential enlistee a. particular option Without 
carefully exploring his qualifications and 
making certain that he is in :fact eligible and 
that there is space for him in that program. 
However, never in the history of Military 
Justice has this section been used to punish 
a recruiting officer. 

10 USC § 815-This section details possible 

1 H.A.S.C. 92-42 p. 8412. 

non-judicial sanction that a. commanding 
officer could visit upon a recruiter for any 
violation of the recruiting procedures. 

On July 25, 1973, this office received a reply 
to our inquiry concerning an investigation 
now under way by the Army into alleged vio
lations of AR 601-210, Army Recruiting Pro
cedures. The response was typically ,ague, 
not giving us a clear picture of the types of 
penalties meted out to offending recruiters. 
However, on July 26, 1973, I spoke with the 
Department of Defense liaison office and they 
assured me that some of the sanctions de
tailed in 10 USC § 815, such as cuts in rate/ 
grade and denial of privileges, were being 
used to censure the offenders. It seems, how
ever, from the Army's response [set out in full 
in Appendix IIJ, that the violations cited 
were for falsifying information about the 
applicant, not to him. We have yet to see 
any punishment for broken guarantees, but 
DOD liaison is obtaining for me all possible 
information on the investigation, and it wlil 
be attached to the end of this report if 
possible. 

There are two old cases born out of the 
post-Civil War era which pertain to this topic 
and could be useful in preparing legislation. 
The first is In re Ferrens, D.C.N.Y. 1869, Fed. 
Ca.s. No. 4,746. The essence of this case was 
that a contract for enlistment irregularly 
made could be ratified by the receipt of r a 
tions and clothing and the performance of 
duties as a recruit for twenty days. Though 
this case has never been subsequently cited, 
a.nd even though it probably would no longer 
carry any weight, the precedent should be 
removed from the books so as not to cause 
any confusion if a similar case is tested in 
the courts. It would be almost impossible for 
a. recruit to file any sort of an appeal as to an 
irregularly made contract within twenty days, 
and since it does not fit within the procedures 
of the modern Army, it should in no way be a 
basis for ratification of an enlistment con
tract. 

The second case, In re Schmeid, C.C. Iowa 
1871, 1 Dill. 587, Fed. Cas. No. 12,461, provides 
more promising possibilities. The case states 
that if enlistment was procured by fraudu
lent representations on the part of the re
cruiting officer, and has never been ratified by 
the party, or enlistment is by one who, be
cause of his ignorance of the English lan
guage thinks he is simply taking a prepara
tory step, he may apply to a Federal judge, 
and be discharged on a writ of Habeas Corpus. 
This case, never subsequently cited, seems to 
provide a r ational basis for a hearing in Fed
eral Court to determine the culpability of a 
recruiting officer in misrepresenting the facts 
about enlistment. Making it a part of recruit
ing procedure to advise the enlistee of this 
route of appeal would provide a reasonable 
alternative to the necessity of going through 
protracted Army procedures if the conflict 
could not be resolved by the Army within a 
60 day grace period. 

PART IV-THE ENLISTMENT CONTRACT AND 
RELATED PROCEDURES 

At this point it is necessary to study the 
enlistment contract and the related forms 
necessary to complete enlistment into the 
Army (Appendix III). These forms and pro
cedures are neatly spelled out for the re
cruiter in AR 601-210 (Attached). According 
to section 5-4 of this regulation (the Army 
Recruiting Manual), in order to insure that 
the enlistment commitment is honored, the 
following procedure has been outlined for the 
officer inducting the new recruit at an 
AFEES. The presentation of the following 
:forms is necessary: 

1. Enlistment Contract---DD Form 4 
2. Statements o! Enlistment-DA Form 

3286 (parts I-VI) 
3. Enlistment Guarantee Ca.rd-DA Form 

3285 
Being a contractual agreement, the enlist

ment agreement must be thought of in those 
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legalistic terms (6 Op. Atty. Gen. 187, 1853). 
For that reason, we must examine the en
listment contract and its appended forms, 
for these forms, though not technically part 
of the contract, are admissible evidence a-S 
interpretative of the intent of the parties, 
which is in essence the real idea of any con
tract. 

In order for a binding contract to be 
formed, there must be consideration support
ing the promises on both sides. In a con
tract for enlistment, where the recruit has 
chosen a specific option, the Army, in return 
for a commitment to serve for a certain 
number of years, offers compensation plus 
the guarantee of a specific assignment. It is 
with this guarantee that we run into myriad 
problems. 

The first problem is that in DD Form 4 
itself the promise must be entered twice. The 
first entry, line 48, is untitled, obviously to 
the detriment of the unknowing recruit . The 
second entry is to be contained in line 54, 
which is beneath four paragraphs of very 
small print, where it could very possibly be 
overlooked by the average applicant. If the 
promise does not appear here, the Army is 
technically not obligated to fulfiill its com
mitment. The combination of these two en
tries makes it extremely difficult for the re
cruit to understand exactly what he is being 
promised. I strongly recommend that line 
48 be titled E1tlistment Option Commitment, 
and that line 54 be either · eliminated or 
printed in red to catch the applicant·s eye. 

Line 55 of DD Fqrm 4 asks the applicant to 
swear (or affirm) ·that the contract was read 
to him and that all entries are true, and that 
he understands the nature of his enlistment. 
With a scrupulous recruiting officer this 
would alleviate many of the afore-mentioned 
problems, but the form is complex, and mis
understandings are easily foreseeable. · 

DA form 3286 is the more troublesome 
form in the enlistment procedure. The state
ments contained within it are vague, am
biguous and often contradictory. It is here, in 
part I , that the most modification is neces
sary. Th.e following is a detailed analysis of 
the ·sections that need reformation (please 
see Appendix III for . exact wording). 

Line d: Tho.ugh on its face reasonable, the 
capricious whims of the Army in denying 
or granting security clearance is completely 
out of the control of the enlistee. I suggest 
that steps be taken to advise the applicant 
whether he will be grant~d clearance for his/ 
her selected option before enlistment, there
by providing the opportunity for an alternate 
choice. 

Line J .- This section is by far the largest 
loophole for the Army in the contract forms. 
It effectively negates any promise made by 
the Army by denying the applicant the guar
antee that the substantial part of his/ her 
enlistment will be spent as promised. I be
lieve that this section should be stricken 
from the form in its entirety. 

In addition to being absurd on its face , 
this section may have the effect of cancel
ling the contractual agreement altogether. 
According to Con~racts, Laurence P . Simp
son, Hornbook Series, 1965, fatal lack of 
certainty may render a contract unenforce
able. Where either party has the right to de
termine the nature and extent of his own 
performance, his undertaking is illusory, 
and therefore too indefinite for enforcement. 
If tested in the courts, this may prove strong 
enough for a new recruit to break the con
tract. For the benefit of both the Army and 
the enlistee, this section should be omit
ted from the contract form. 

Line i: This section creates the unique 
problem of trying to determine exactly what 
the measure of qualifications is. According to 
the report prepared by the Brookings Insti
tution for the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee entitled, "The All-Volunteer Armed 
Services; Progress, Problems, and Prospects", 
quality is not easily defined. 

"Quality is not a simple concept; the two 
principal measures currently in use are 
standardized tests and level of education. Be
cause of the difficulty of relating the stand
ards to specific military jobs, qualifications 
in these terms have not been stated with pre
cision." 

What this implies is that regardless of 
commitment by the Army at one's time of 
enlistment, it is nearly impossible to deter
mine with any degree of certainty whether 
the enlistee will qualify for the job promised. 
Here again the enlistee should be allowed 
to select an alternate option should. he fail 
to meet the qualifications for a certain job, 
rather than to be left to the whim of the 
Army high command. 

The balance of the contract seems fairly 
constructed, but is still difficult to under
stand for the average recruit. For this rea
son on July 28, 1973, I visited my local Army 
recruiting station. 

Our one hour talk yielded little in the way 
of new information, but the .recruiter did an 
adequate job of explaining the contract to 
me. The only interesting point in our dis
cussion concerned line / of the Statements 
for Enlistment which I mentioned previously. 
His interpretation of that line was that 
they cannot transfer ;you out of your option 
no matter what. However, on careful scru
t .iny, I stand by my interpretation of that 
provision. . 

The Enlistment Guarantee Card is the 
final form to be completed (DA Form 3285). 
It simply states your guaranteed option, and 
on the reverse side tells the recruit where to 
write in case his commitment is not honored. · 
The particulars of the appeal mechanism · 
are detailed in section 5-5 of AR 601-210 and 
s,i.mply recite all the necessary forms and 
procedures needed to complete an appeal. 
These procedures are long and complex, and 
I believe that a more expeditious solution is 
necessary. 
. Generally, I feel that the Army's array of 

options provides a wide choice of participa
tion in the Service if the enlistment commit
ment is honored. In addition, there is a new 
procedure wherel;ly a recruit who cannot ad
just to Army life within the first six months 
will be separated with an honorable dis
charge. However, I have my doubts as to 
the plan's efficacy. 

PART V-RECOMMENDATIONS 
Throughout the body of this memorandum 

I have made specific recommendations for · 
the topics discussed. Here, I would like to 
state a few more ideas that I believe would 
be helpful in the preparation of new legis
lation. 

The contract and interview 
Most of the recommendations pert aining to : 

reformation of the enlistment contract are 
contained in Part IV of this report. For bet
ter understanding of the commitment to be 
signed, I suggest that the applicant be al
lowed to take the contract home with him for 
48 hours so that he/ she has time to digest the 
true meaning and to get parental or legal 
advice. I believe that this will lead to much 
less confusion over the details of enlistment. 
Finally, I feel that there should be some 
procedure by which the interview between 
the potential recruit and the recruiting offi- · 
cer is transcribed. This would preserve a 
precise record as to any verbal assurances 
made to the potential recruit. Although the 
procedure might be somewhat cumbersome, 
a simple cassette recording device in use 
during the interview, with the consent of 
both parties, would provide this accurate 
record. Anything said could then be ad
mitted as parol evidence to the formation 
of the contract, legally admissable in any 
hearing. The tapes are inexpensive, and if 
the applicant does enlist, the tape or a 
transcript thereof would become part of 
the enlistee's permanent record. 

If the applicant chose not to enlist, the 
tape could be easily erased and reused. A 

procedure of this type could prove quite val
uable to a recruit on appeal and at the same 
time would tend to keep the recruiting officer 
honest, thereby alleviating many of the 
problems already discussed. 

Possible procedures for resolution of 
conflicts 

I believe that the Army's procedure for 
resolving a claim involving a broken enlist
ment contract is too slow to be of any service 
to the enlisted man. Therefore I recommend 
the establishment of an Enlistment Review 
Board to oversee these matters with the 
power to resolve them. Such a board could be 
setup in one of two ways. The first possi
bility is to create at every major military in
stallation a Personnel Action Committee, 
composed of four officers and three enlisted 
men. The committee would have the power 
to determine whether or not an enlistment 
commitment had been broken, and if it had, 
either to right the situation or allow the en
listee to make a second choice of options. 
If this cannot be done, the committee would 
be authorized to separate the enlisted man 
from the service with an honorable dis
charge. Decentralizing the appeal structure 
outside of the office of the Secretary of the 
Army would facilitate the quick handling of 
these claims. 

Another possibility would be to use the 
structure of the Selective Service System, 
already in existence, to hear grievances in all 
recruitment conflict cases. While providing 
an immediate forum fo-r these problems,· it 
would also put to use the System, which has 
remained intact despite the end of the draft. 
Financia l out lay would be held to a mini
mum. 

The Local Selective Service Board with 
jurisdiction over the area in which the mili
tary installation the recruit is assigned to 
should be the site of the hearing. In the case 
of an overseas installation, the point of 
embarkation would be used for jurisdictional 
purposes. The Board would be empowered to 
collect all applicable information, including 
the tapes of the interview. The enlistee's 
Commanding officer should be appointed as a 
non-voting member of the Board, for he 
alone could take the administrative steps 
necessary to enforce the decision of the 
Board and act to censure the recruiting offi
cer under 10 U.S.C. § 815. This procedure, like 
the first one cited in this section, would ex
pedite matters concerning conflicts arising 
from enlistment commitments. 
· This report provides basic background in

formation into the problem of enlistment 
guarantees made to new recruits but never 
fulfilled. In conjunction with this report, a 
study should be made of the recruiter who 
falsifies the records of unqualified men and 
women in order to induct them and thereby 
meet their quotas. The study should also 
include the reasons why the Army has re
cently cut back its minimum qualifications 
for induction, and :why the Army has failed 
to induct the qualified men it needs. 

WILLIAM F. KITZES . 
JULY 31 , 1973. 

APPENDIX I 
APO, N.Y., JANUARY 12, 1973. 

Senator THOMAS EAGLETON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Sm: I would like to request help in obtain
ing action on paperwork I submitted October 
18, 1972 concerning a breach of my enlist
ment contract with the United States Army. 

I would like to explain the situation. On 
February 27, 1971, I arrived ln Europe and 
was sent to 5th Arty. Group, from there to 
the 85th USAAD on March 6, 1971. This was 
done even though my enlistment contract 
explicitly stated "Not less than 24 months 
guaranteed 56th Artillery Group". During the 
months of July or August 1971 I was ordered 
to sign a waiver to my original enlistment 
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contract or be shipped out of the unit the 
next day. This being done just prior to my go
ing over one year in service, so that the con
tract still could have been fulfilled. At the 
time my wife had recently arrived in Europe 
and we were set up in an apartment and ex
pecting a child to be born within two months. 
Under these conditions and being told that 
I'd be shipped out within 24 hours leaving 
my wife behind I signed the waiver a.long 
with approximately 30 others. 

There were those who refused to sign and 
were not shipped out, but how was I to 
know this when my superiors had said that 
within 24 hours I would be gone. Those 
people who did not sign a.re now out of the 
service because of the breach in contract. 

After one of the others who was tricked 
into signing the waiver consulted the 
AFCENT legal assistance and obtained a legal 
opinion on the waiver, stating explicit 
reasons why it was an illegal waiver, 22 of 
us submitted paperwork for a breach of en
listment contract. This paperwork was re
turned because of an error in format of the 
disposition form and we resubmitted on 
October 26, 1972. On November 18, 1972, 5th 
Arty. Group forwarded the paperwork with 
a disapproval recommended. Headquarters 
TASCOM forwarded the paperwork on No
vember 27, 1972, recommending approval. On 
December 27, 1972 USAEUR forwarded the 
forms to Department of the Army, also 
recommending approval and requesting ac
tion by January 5, 1973. On January 12 I 
ca.lied the Inspector Genera.I USAEUR re
questing information. I was told that the De
partment of the Army must investigate 5th 
Arty. Group prior to ta.king action on such 
a. large number of contra.ct violations. 

Certainly it is not the contract violation 
which should be under consideration because 
approximately 10 have already been approvea, 
those of the people who did not sign the 
waiver. Only the legality of the waiver should 
be under consideration which does not re
quire an investigation before taking action. 
I have no doubts that 5th Arty. Group should 
be investigated but the delay is ca.using me 
needless hardship and has already prevented 
my enrollment in University of Missouri for 
the spring semester. 

I feel there has been adequate time granted 
for the Department of the Army to react and 
make a. decision. I feel there has been need
less delays on the pa.rt of higher headquarters 
including D.A. which could be deliberate in 
an effort to retain enough personnel for op
erating strength of the 85th USAAD. If this 
is the case then I submit that I am being 
involuntary extended pa.st an adjusted ETS 
date of September 23, 1972. I am not inter
ested in being involuntarily extended and col
lecting extra. compensation. I would only like 
to have action taken and separation from 
service .as soon as possible. If I am being in
voluntarily extended compensation is desired 
and will be filed for later. 

I hope you will be able to get a justifiable 
answer from the Department of the Army. 

Sincerely, 
STEVEN P. EASON 

Sergeant, U.S. Army. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 

Washington, D.C., March 2, 1973. 
Hon. THOMAS F. EAGLETON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR EAGLETON: This is in reply 
to your inquiry in behalf of Sergeant Steven 
P. Eason, SSN 500-50-2897, concerning his 
enlistment commitment. 

Sergeant Ea.son's request for examination 
of his enlistment contract has been received 
at Headquarters, Department of the Army. 
However, in order to make a proper and 
equitable determination in this matter, it 
is necessary to conduct a thorough lnvestiga-

tion to ascertain all of the facts. As there 
a.,re degrees of complexity in certain cases, 
it is not possible to determine the length 
of time required to fully investigate any 
particular case. Please be assured, however, 
that Sergeant Ea.son's request will be given 
thorough evaluation before a decision is 
made. 

Yow· interest in this matter is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 

JAMES D. SMITH, 
Lieutenant Colonel, GS, Deputy Con

gressional Inquiry Division. 
5/21/73-Army advised, by phone, that 

request for separation was approved and he 
was separated on 2 May 1973. 

APPENDIX II 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 

Washington, D.C., July 25, 1973. 
Hon. THOMAS F. EAGLETON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR EAGLETON: Thank you for 
your recent inquiry concerning the reports 
and subsequent investigations of alleged in
cidents of violation of laws or regulations 
governing recruitment. 

Your letter specifically refers to 173 such 
cases, which is the number of investigations 
reported by the Army's Criminal Investiga
tion Command as of June 11. As of 6 July 
1973, investigations of 144 of these cases 
have been completed. Of these 144 cases, 
thirty-three allege wrongdoing by the pro
spective enlistee rather than by the recruiter, 
while another nine cases Involve allegations 
unrelated to the enlistment process. A table 
outlining the remaining allegations made 
against recruiters is attached (Inclosure 1) • 
Most often these alleged irregularities in
volve violations of Army Regulation 601-210 
(Inclosure 2) and/or of the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. § § 801-940 
(1970). See especially UCMJ a.rt. 103, 10 U.S.C. 
§§ 892, 907 (1970), and highlighted portions 
of the inclosed Army Regulation. 

While 107 recruiters have been implicated, 
not all have been relieved. Forty-nine re
cruiters have been relieved since January 1, 
1972, while final relief action is pending with 
respect to fourteen more. Other disciplinary 
measures were taken with respect to each of 
the remaining recruiters. 

The objectives set for recruiters during the 
past year are significantly smaller than those 
of previous years. Indeed, due to the in
creased number of recruiters authorized for 
the no-draft era., today's Army recruiter has 
an enlistment objective approximately one
half that of his 1969 counterpart. Of course, 
you should realize that a purely quantitative 
comparison is impossible, since educational 
and other standards established for enlist
ment have been raised since 1969. 

The Army appreciates your interest and 
hopes the information provided is of 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES M. LEE, 

Brigadier General, GS, Deputy Chief of 
Legislative Liaison. 

ALLEGATIONS OF RECRUITER IMPROPRIETIES IN 
THE 102 REPORTED CASES THAT HAVE BEEN 
OR ARE BEING INVESTIGATED BY THE CID AS 

OF 6 JULY 1973 
Concealed police record________________ 69 
Testing irregularities__________________ 8 
Forgery of parental consent form_______ 6 
Accepting a bribe_____________________ 1 
Falsifying applicant's age______________ 1 
Concealed prior service________________ 4 
Enlistment of aliens___________________ 2 
False high school diplomas------------- 6 
Concealed dependents_________________ I 
Concealed medical history_____________ 3 
Enlistment under an alias_____________ 1 

Total -------------------------- 102 

APPENDIX ill 
ENLISTMENT CONTRACT-ARMED FORCES OF THE 

UNITED STATES 
(Also to be used by AFEES in conjunction 

with induction processing as a means of pro
viding data for manpower information re
porting systems.) 

Form Approved, Budget Bureau No. 22-
R0016. 

1. Service No,/SSAN. 
2. Highest school grade completed. 
3. Rate/grade. 
4. Branch/class and component. 
5. Last name, first name, middle name. 
6. Date of enl/induc. 
7. Term of enlistment/induc, years, mi-

nority. 
Ba. Marital status. 
8b. No. depend. 
9. Na.me & location of activity effecting 

enlistment/reenlistment/induction.. 
10. AFQT score. 
11. Enlisted/reenlisted/inducted: 
1st enlist. 
Reenl. 
Induction. 
12. Authority for enlistment/reenlistment/ 

lnduc. 
13. Term of ACDU (Reserve only) months. 
14. Active/inactive status (Reserve only): 
Retained on AD. 
Immed AD (within 24 hours). 
Inactive duty. 
15. Accepted at. 
16. Date mil obli inc. 
17. PMOS/ AFS code/mod. 
18. Religion. 
19. 
20. Contract duty limitations. 
21. Date of birth. 
22. Citizenship: 
us. 
Nat US. 
Country (Specify). 
23. Place of birth (City, state or country). 
24. Date of transfer. 
25. Physical profile. 
26. 
27. Transfer to (Activity and location). 
28. 
29. Date last DC/Rad. 
30. SVC from which• last discharged. 
31. 
32. 
33. Type of last discharge. 
34. 
35. Date of rate/gr. 
36. Selective Service No. 
37. Rate/gr apt/rapt. 
38. Selective Service Local BD (Bd No., 

city & state) . 
39. BASD/ ADBD. 
40. Total active Federal service: years, 

months, days. 
41. Home of record. 
42. BP ED/PEBD. 
43. Total inactive Federal service: years, 

months, days. 
44. Mental test scores. 
45. Sex. 
46. Race. 
47. Data processing code. 
48. 

PRIOR SERVICE 
49. Branch & Class/Armed Force & compo-

nent. 
Service number/ SSAN. 
Date Enl. Ind, Apt. and/or OAD. 
Date of discharge or release. 
Grade/ rate or rank. 
Type of discharge. 
Reason for discharge. 
Time lost (No. Days). 
50. I know that if I secure my enlistment 

by means of any false statement, willful mis
representation or concealment as to my 
qualifications for enlistment, I am liable to 
trial by court martial or discharge for fraud
ulent enlistment and that, if rejected be
cause of any disqualifications known and 



September 26, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL- RECORD - SENATE 3159l 
concealed by me, I will not be furnished re
turn transportation to place of acceptance. 

I am of the legal age to enlist. I have never 
deserted from and I am not a member of 
the Armed Forces of the United States, the 
US Coast Guard or any Reserve component 
thereof; I have never been discharged from 
the Armed Forces or any type of civilian em
ployment in the United States or any other 
country on account of disability or through 
sentence of either civilian or military court 
unless so indicated by me in item 56, "Re
marks" of this contract. I am not now draw
ing retired pay, a pension, disability allow
ance, or disability compensation from the 
government of the United States. 

51. Section 5538 of title 10 of the United 
States Code is quoted: " (a) The Secretary 
of the Navy may extend enlistments in the 
Regular Navy and the Regular Marine Corps. 
in time of war or in time of national emer
gency declared by the President for such 
period as he considers necesary in the public 
interest. Each member whose enlistment is 
extended under this section shall be dis
charged not later than six months after the 
end of the war or national emergency, unless 
he voluntarily extends his enlistment. (b) 
The substance of this section shall be in
cluded in the enlistment contract of each 
person enlisting in the Regular Navy or 
Regular Marine Corps." 

52. Section 5540 of Title 10 of the United 
States Code is quoted: "(a) The senior officer 
present afloat in foreign waters shall send to 
the United States by Government or other 
transportation as soon as possible each en
listed member of the naval service who is 
serving on a naval vessel, whose term of en
listment has expired, and who desires to re
turn to the United States. However, when 
the senior officer present afloat considers it 
essential to the public interest, he may retain 
such a member on active duty until the ves
sel returns to the United States. (b) Each 
member retained und-er this section-( 1) 
sball be discharged not later than 30 days 
after his arrival in the United States; and (2) 
except in time of war is entitled to an in
crease in basic pay of 25 percent. (c) The sub
stance of this section shall be included in the 
enlistment contract of each person enlist
ing in the naval service." 

53. I understand that, upon enlistment in a 
Reserve Component of the Armed Forces of 
the United States, or upon transfer or assign
ment thereto, I may be ordered to active duty 
without my consent--for the duration of a 
war or national emergency declared by Con
gress and for six months thereafter, or for a 
period of 24 consecutive months during a 
period of national emergency declared by the 
President, or under any other conditions and 
for such period of time as are presently or 
hereafter authorized by law. I further under
stand, as a statutorily obligated member of 
the Ready Reserve that if I am not assigned 
to, or participating satisfactorily in, a unit of 
the Ready Reserve; and have not served on 
active duty for a total of 24 months, I may be 
ordered to active duty without my consent, 
by order of the President, until my total serv
ice on active duty equals 24 months, the 
terms of my enlistment notwithstanding. 

54. I have had this contract fully explained 
to me, I understand it, and certify that no 
promise of any kind has been made to me 
concerning assignment to duty, geographical 
area, schooling, special programs, assignment 
of government quarters, or transportation of 
dependents except as indicated. 

55. I swear (or affirm) that the foregoing 
statements have been read to me, that my 
statements have been correctly recorded and 
are true in all respects and that I fully under
stand the conditions under which I am enlist
ing. 

Signature of witness. 
Signature of applicant (First Name, Mid

dle Name, Last Name). 
56. Remarks. 

57. Oath of enlistment (For service in 
Regular or Reserve Component of the Armed 
Forces except National Guard or Air National 
Guard). 

I, (First Name-Middle Name-Last Name), 
do hereby acknowledge to have voluntarily 
enlisted under the conditions prescribed by 
law, this - day of - 19-, in the - for a 
period of - years unless sooner discharged 
by proper authority; and I do solemnly 
swear (or affirm) that I will :,upport and 
defend the Constitution of the United States 
against all enemies, foreign and domestic, 
that I will bear true faith and allegiance to 
the same; and that I will obey the orders of 
the President of the United States and the 
orders of the officers appointed over me, ac
cording to regulations, and the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice. So help me God. 

Signature. 
58. Oath of enlistment (For service in Na

tional Guard or Air National Guard). 
I do hereby acknowledge to have volun

tarily enlisted this - day of -, 19-, in the 
(Army) (Air) National Guard of the State -
and as a Reserve of the (Army) ( Air Force) 
with membership in the (Army National 
Guard of the United States) (Air National 
Guard of the United States) for a period of 
(Years-Months-Days) under the conditions 
prescribed by law, unless sooner discharged 
by proper authority. 

I, (First Name-Middle Name-Last Name) , 
do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will sup
port and defend the Constitution of the 
United States and of the State of - against 
all enemies, foreign and domestic; that I will 
bear true faith and allegiance to them; and 
that I will obey the orders of the President 
of the United States and the Governor of -
and the orders of the officers appointed over 
me, according to law, regulations, and the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice. So help 
me God. 

59. Confirmation of enlistment. 
The above oath was subscribed and duly 

sworn to before me this - day of -, 19-. To 
the best of my judgement and belief, enlistee 
fulfills all legal requirements, and in enlist
ing this applicant, I have strictly observed 
the regulations governing such enlistment. 
The above oath, as filled in, was read to the 
applicant prior to subscribing therein. 

Typed name, grade/ rank, and organization 
of enlisting officer. 

Signature of enlisting officer. 

STATEMENTS FOR ENLISTMENT (PARTS 1 
THROUGH V) 

For use of this form, see AR 601-210 and 
AR 601-280; the proponent agency is Office of 
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel. 

PART I-GENERAL STATEMENT OF UNDER

STANDING 

(To be completed by all applicants for 
enlistment or reenlistment in the Regular 
Army). 

1. In connection with my enlistment in 
the Regular Army, I hereby acknowledge 
that: 

Acknowledgment 
All promises made to me are contained in 

Items 3 (Rate/ Grade), 37 (Rate/Grade Ap
pointed/ Reappointed), (48 (Untitled Item) 
of the DD Form 4, my Enlistment Contract. 

I have not been guaranteed Technical 
School Training unless the title of the school 
course has been entered in Item 48, DD Form 
4. 

Should I make any material omission or 
misstatement of fact in connection with any 
of my enlistment documents: 

(1) I may be subject to early separation 
from this enlistment or, 

(2) I will complete, if permitted, the pe-
riod for which I enlisted in any assignment 
deemed appropriate in accordance with the 
needs of the Army. 

Should I choose an option which requires 

a security clearance and I am not granted 
such clearance after I have enlisted, or my 
granted clearance is revoked after I have 
enlisted, I agree to accept :.ny assignment in 
accordance with the needs of the Army and 
I will complete the period for which I en
listed. 

Law violations for which I have been con
victed or have had adverse adjudications as 
a juvenile or youthful offender may be cause 
for denial of security clearance. 

My choice of initial enlistment option 
shown in Item 48 of my DD Form 4 does not 
constitute any guarantee that a substantial 
part of my enlistment will be served in this 
option, and the needs of the service may re
sult in my transfer at any time (other than 
as may be provided by the specific option 
selected) to any other assignment within the 
continental United States or to an oversea 
command. 

Should my enlistment involve a commit
ment for specialized training or a selective 
assignment, conduct on my part occurring 
after my enlistment which results in discip
linary action may be just cause for my trans
fer to any other assignment within the con
tinental United States or to an oversea 
command. 

My acceptance :or enlistment carries no 
promise whatsoever relative to furnishing 
transportation for dependents to oversea 
commands or to the furnishing of family 
quart-ers either in oversea commands or in 
the continental United States. 

If, after my enlistment for a specific op
tion, I should fail to meet required qualifica
tions which cannot be determined prior to 
my enlistment, I understand that I will not 
be offered another enlistment option, but will 
be trained and assigned in accordance with 
the needs of the Army and will be required 
to complete the term of service for which I 
enlisted. 

If, after my enlistment in the Regular 
Army, I should waive my inittal enlistment 
option as listed in Item 48, DD Form 4 and 
in Part VI of my statements for enlistment 
for any reason whatsoever, this initial option 
wlll not be reinstated at a later date. 

I am not conscientiously opposed, by rea
son of religious training or belief, to bearing 
arms or to participation in, or training for 
war in any form. 

I am aware that in the event of armed con
flict involving the United States the Secretary 
of the Army may declare null and void any 
portion of my enlistment option pertaining 
to training, assignment, or duty, if he deter
mines such action to be necessary. 

PART II-STATEMENT OF LAW VIOLATIONS 

AND PREVIOUS CONDITIONS 

(To be completed by every individual en
listing or reenlisting in the Regular Army or 
amending a Regular Army enlistment con
tract). 

Instrttctions to applicant (Read before 
completing Part II) 

a. Complete the statement in Item (1) be
low by checking the appropriate box. 

b. Answer questions (2) through (6) by 
writing "Yes" or "No" as appropriate, in the 
"Answer" column. 

c. This statement is to be a complete and 
accurate list of all law violations and offenses 
(including minor traffic violations or of
fenses) for which you have been arrested, 
cited, charged, or held (regardless of subse
quent disposition of your case) by civil law 
enforcement officials, or for which you were 
referred to juvenile court or juvenile proba
tion officials. 

d. Prior Army service personnel list only 
those violations occurring during and/or 
subsequent to last period of honorable ac
tive service, except for offenses not previously 
revealed. 

e. Inservice personnel immediately enlist-
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Ing, list only those violations occurring dur
ing current term of service, except for of
fenses not previously revealed. 

(1) I have read or had explained to me 
paragraphs 14 and 19, AR 604-10 which sets 
forth the criteria. (reasons) for discharge 
and types of discharge and certify that I -
have - have not (check one) engaged in dis
loyal or subversive activities as defined there
i..1. 

(2) Have you ever been rejected for enlist
ment or induction in any of the Armed 
Forces to include failure of the mental ex
aminations administered by any AFEES, or 
been discharged from previous service under 
other than honorable conditions, under Per
sonnel Security Regulations, or by reason of 
unsuitability, or undesirable habits or traits 
of character, or for medical reasons? 

(3) Have you ever been arrested, cited, 
charged or held by Federal, State, County, 
City or other law enforcement authorities or 
by Juvenile Court or Juvenile Probation 
Officials for any violation of any Federal Law, 
State Law, County or Municipal Law, Regu
lation or Ordinance? 

(4) Have you ever been convicted of a 
felony or any other offense, or adjudicated a. 
youthful or juvenile delinquent? 

(5) Have you ever been imprisoned under 
sentence of any court? 

(6) Are you now or have you ever been on 
parole, probation supervision, under sus
pended sentence, or are you awaiting final 
action on charges against you? 

3. Remarks (Give full details for any of the 
above questions to which you answered yes.) 
(If additional space ls required, continue 
this item on a. separate sheet of paper and 
attach securely to this form.) 
PART m-ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF UNDERSTAND

ING OF SERVICE REQUmEMENTS 

(Applicable to all male applicants who 
incur a military service obligation under 
current laws). 

4. I understand that upon completion of 
my period of enlistment in the Regular 
Army, I will become a. Reserve of the Army. 
Being a. Reserve of the Army, if I enlist in 
a. federally recognized unit of the Army Na
tional Guard, I will become a.n enlisted 
member of the Army National Guard of the 
United States. I understand further that 
satisfactory service a.s an enlisted member 
of the Army National Guard of the United 
States constitutes service in the Ready Re
serve. Accordingly, if Ready Reserve service 
in an appropriate activity of the United 
States Army Reserve is not available to me, 
I agree to enlist in the Army National Guard 
of a state (including the District of Colum
bia and Puerto Rico) in which I am resid
ing, if so directed. If my enlistment ls ac
cepted by proper authority I agree to com
plete my Ready Reserve service as a mem
ber of the Army National Guard of the 
United States. 

PART IV-DEPENDENCY STATEMENT 

(To be completed by all applicants). 
5. Relationship and age of all persons who 

a.re dependent upon me for support are 
recorded below (If none, so state): 

PART V-MARRIAGE STATEMENT 

(Item 6 is applicable to women applicants. 
Item 7 to be completed by ALL applicants 
(men & women) ) . 

5. I understand that at my request I may 
be separated from the Women's Army Corps 
by reason of marriage after satisfying serv
ice commitments on my current enlistment 
which were incurred by school attendance 
or by promotion, or upon completion of 18 
months of my current enlistment, which
ever ts later. If I am eligible for separation 
cin marriage and my application 1s not sub
mitted before I depart my home station for 
an oversea assignment, I must serve at least 
six months of that tour before I can be 

separated. If I am serving in an oversea. 
command and I am eligible for separation by 
reasons of marriage, I must serve at lea.st 
six months of that tour before I oo.n be 
separated. I understand also that in time of 
war or national emergency declared by Con
gress I will not be eligible to be discharged 
solely for reason of marriage. I further un
derstand that withholding knowledge of preg
nancy, parenthood, or marriage will con
stitute grounds for my being discharged 
from the United States Army. 

7. Complete one of the following state
ments by entering "X" in applicable box(es) 
and recording date(s) where appropriate. 

-Never married -married -widowed 
(Date). 

-Divorced (Date); -Legally separated 
(Date). 

I have read and understand the meaning 
of all statements contained in Parts I 
through V of this form and agree to all 
conditions set forth therein. I certify that 
all answers to questions, statements and en
tries on this form are true, correct and com
plete and that the Recruiter/ Career Coun
selor has informed me that should I inten
tionally conceal any information required 
above, I may later be subject to disciplinary 
action or discharge upon its discovery. I ex
plicitly understand that Part III-Acknow
ledgement of Understanding of Service Re
quirements applies to me, if I have not previ
ously discharged my lawful military service 
obligation. 

Date. 
Signature of applicant. 
Signature and title of witness. 

PART VI-OVERSEA AREA ENLISTMENT OPTION 

For use of this form, see AR 601-210; the 
proponent agency is the Office of the Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Personnel. 

To be completed by all prior service ap
plicants enlisting for this option. 

1. Acknowledgment: In connection with 
my enlistment in the Regular Army for the 
Oversea Area Enlistment Option, I hereby 
acknowledge that: 

a. My enlistment for this option assures 
me th.at upon completion of training pro
vided I meet required prerequisities, I will 
initially be assigned to the oversea area of my 
choice. I select (enter the oversea area. of 
choice, e.g., Europe.) 

b. Subsequent to my initial assignment, I 
have not been assured that any specific por
tion of my term of enlistment will be spent 
in the oversea. area. selected. 

c. I am .a.ware that if my grade or military 
occupation specialty (MOS) changes prior to 
this option becoming effective, I may be elig
ible for this assignment. 

d. Should my grade or military occupa
tional specialty (MOS) change prior to my 
assignment to the oversea area. indicated 
above, I will be required to submit 3 addi
tional choices of oversea area assignment to 
the Office of Personnel Operations to obtain 
confirmation of my assignment. I acknowl
edge that I may be selected for an alternate 
assignment based on my current qual
ifications. 

e. If I am a non US citizen, a favorable 
background investigation with recommenda
tion for oversea assignment must be com
pleted for me prior to my oversea movement 
and should I fail to receive such a favorable 
investigation, my enlistment commitment 
will be voided, and I will be assigned in ac
cordance with the needs of the Army. 

f. My term of enlistment is (enter the 
number o! years enlisting, e.g., 6 years). 

g. In the event the unit in the oversea area 
for which I enlisted or to which I am as
signed under the provisions of this option 
is deployed, relocated, inactivated or redes
ignated prior to the expiration of the guar
anteed period of assignment to the unit, the 
following will apply: 

(1) If my unit is deployed or relocated, I 
will be assigned or remain assigned to the 
unit for the remaining time specified in the 
option or for the time specified by Army 
policy in effect a.t that time. 

(2) If my unit is inactivated and the 
transfer of its members to other units is 
necessitated, I will be given my choice of re
assignment to any other unit included in 
this option or to any unit assigned to the 
major command to which my unit is assigned 
at the time of inactiv·ation, provided a va
cancy in military occupation specialty (MOS) 
and grade exists. 

(3) If my unit is inactivated and another 
unit is activated to replace the inactivated 
unit, I will be assigned to the newly activated 
unit. 

( 4) If my unit is redeslgnated, I will be 
assigned to the redesigna.ted unit. 

(5) Should any of the ,above occur, it will 
not constitute a. breach of my enlistment 
commitment. 

2. Confirmation of option or agreement to 
alternate option. (Applicant will check or 
complete, as appropriate, statements shown 
below.) 

All required pre-enlistment processing hav
ing been completed, it has been determined 
that: 

a. - I can enlist for the option promised 
and I hereby confirm my intention to do ,so. 

PART VII-CERTIFICATE OF SPECIFIED PRIOR 

SERVICE QUALIFICATIONS 

1. I certify that the following statements 
concerning specified aspects of my last period 
of active military service are true and correct 
to the best of my knowledge and can be veri
fied by a check of my official Military Records 
Jacket (MRJ) should such verification be
come necessary. I further certify that the 
recruiter/ career counselor has informed me 
that, should I intentionally conceal or mis
represent any information required below, 
I may later be subject to disciplinary action 
or discharge upon discovery of the conceal
ment or misrepresentation. (For ea.ch of the 
following statements, applicant ls required to 
line out and initial either the positive or 
negative verb form enclosed in brackets, 
whichever does not apply.) 

a. I [did/did not] accrue more than 30 
days AWOL, if any, during my last period of 
active military service. 

b. I [received/did not receive] two or more, 
if any, convictions by military courts martial 
during my last period ot active military 
service. 

c. For the MOS Evaluation Test adminis
tered to me closest to the date of my last 
separation from active military service, I 
[attained/did not attain) a score of less than 
70 in my PMOS. (If not administered an MOS 
Evaluation Test during last period of active 
military service, line out and initial all 
words, positive and negative, enclosed in 
brackets.) 

d. I [was/was not] denied reenlistment at 
time of last separation from active military 
service under the Qualitative Screening Proc
ess (Chapter 4, AR 600-200). 

2. I further certify that the recruiter/ca
reer counselor has informed me that an af
firmative answer (except for applicants not 
having been administered an MOS Evalua
tion Test during their last period of active 
military service) to any of the four state
ments above constitutes an enlistment dis
qualification for which request for waiver 
may not be submitted untn two years have 
elapsed since the date of my last separation 
from active military service. 

Date, and signature o! applicant. 
Date witnessed and signature and title of 

witness. 

THE MILITARY RECRUITMENT RACKET 

(By David R. Cortright) 
With the shift to an all-volunteer mlli

ta.ry force, the huge draft calls of recent 
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years are being replaced. with an immense 
recruitment apparatus reaching out to ever 
larger numbers of young people and widen
ing the military's influence in society. Dur
ing the last two years recruiting personnel 
has been significantly increased; there are 
now more than 12,000 military field recruit
ers, backed up by thousands of additional 
administrative support personnel. Total re
cruiting costs for all services jumped from 
$141 million in 1970 to an estimated $276.7 
million for 1972 and have continued to rise 
since then. The average expenditure for each 
recruit has now risen to $933. 

The expansion of recruitment is spreading 
a system notorious for its lack of honesty. 
'With their special access to information such 
a.s lists of those ordered to take pre-induc
tion physicals or of graduating high school 
seniors, many recruiters employ questionable 
high pressure methods. An example was ex
posed by Representative John J. Rooney, New 
York Democrat, in February, 1972. Rooney 
complained to the Federal Trade Commis
sion-which has the power to take action 
against promotional fakery-of "huckstering 
and double talk" by recruiters who sent 
letters to young men in his district deceiving 
them into thinking they had mandatory ap
pointments at the recruitment office. Similar 
practices were uncovered by the Central 
Committee for Conscientious Objectors 
(CCCO) last year at Plymouth High School 
in Plymouth, Michigan. Local recruiters had 
sent letters to prospective graduates in the 
spring implying that it was part of their 
draft obligation to return enclosed forms re
questing additional information about mili
tary service. Included in the letter were mis
leading remarks that enlistment would be 
preferable to "waiting for the draft and serv
ing for a period of two years which includes 
two additional years of active reserve and 
an additional two years of inactive status 
upon completion of active duty." The letter 
failed to mention that this obligation has 
been standard for all draftees and for some 
who enlist as well; nor did it point out that 
the reserve status is in fact totally inactive 
and unrelated to Ready Reserve duty. 

Many recruiters make alluring promises 
they have no authority to keep, or fail to 
mention the conditions that go along with 
various options and bonuses. A recent exam
ple of such dissembling involved National 
Guard recruiting in the Puerto Rican com
munity of Dorchester in Boston. Spanish 
speaking men were told that as Guardsmen 
they would receive a salary of $300 to $400 
per month; they were not told, however, that 
this was true only for the initial four to six 
months of active duty and that for the 
remaining five and a half years they would 
receive approximately $40 per month. The 
men were also informed that allotments for 
dependents would increase as the number of 
dependents increased, that they could quit 
anytime a.fter six months, and that they had 
to sign up within two days of taking entrance 
examinations. When community organizer 
Art Melville, of Action for Boston Commu
nity Development, heard of these tactics, he 
sought the help of a supporting group in the 
area. The Legal In-Service Project promptly 
sent two members to talk with the men; after 
hearing of the real conditions of Guard 
service, seven of the eight involved decided 
not to join. 

Even the hawkish House Armed Services 
Committee recently admitted that some re
cruiters "present an unrealistic picture" and 
that "recruiting advertising appears to prom
ise more than the Navy is able to deliver." 
In its Report on Disciplinary Problems in the 
U.S. Navy, the Committee stated that the 
disillusionment resulting from such decep
tion, especially among black recruits, was an 
important factor behind rank and file unrest. 

The problem ls apparently so vast tha.t 
the Pentagon itself now has been forced to 
act. Army officials stated on June 13 that a 

nationwide investigation by its Criminal In
vestigation Division had uncovered numer
ous examples of fraud and had led to the 
reassignment of 107 recruiters over the last 
seven months. The inquiry, which so far 
has extended into thirty-seven states, has 
encountered reports of particularly wide
spread abuses in Syracuse, Kansas City, and 
San Antonio. Among the examples of re
cruiter malpractice cited by the Pentagon 
were manufacturing false high school diplo
mas, providing "crib" sheets to recruits about 
to take qualification tests, overlooking police 
records which might disqualify potential en
listees, accepting physically unfit men, and 
falsifying residency requirements. 

Not only are young people often unfairly 
enticed into the military, but once in the 
service they have no means of legal redress 
against false promises. The enlistment con
tract, DD Form 4, and various "statements of 
understanding" which recruits must sign 
contain numerous loopholes that favor the 
services. Furthermore, Article 83 of the Uni
form Code of Military Justice makes the re
markable assertion that the enlistment con
tract is binding on the soldier but not on the 
service. Despite the new attention being given 
to recruitment, this unjust system is being 
enlarged but not reformed. 

An integral part of recruitment is adver
tising. Current figures show increased spend
ing by all the services: The 1973 advertising 
budget schedules $26.7 m11lion for the Army, 
$21.5 m11lion for the Navy, $12.8 million for 
the Air Force, and $6.5 million for the Ma
rine Corps. In addition to these paid adver
tisements, the Pentagon takes ample ad
vantage of the Federal Communications 
Commission's public service regulations to 
obtain free broadcasting time. Hundreds of 
television and radio stations daily broadcast 
without charge tapes provided by the armed 
services. In 1972 the , value of these "public 
service" advertisements amounted to more 
than $32 m11lion. The services have been ac
tively seeking to expand their use of donated 
air time, but the networks have so far re
fused. The Pentagon's massive advertising 
operation now ranks the armed forces among 
the nation's largest advertisers. 

It is important to understand the reasons 
why young people enlist. The available evi
dence indicates that most volunteers join 
the military to enlarge limited personal and 
economic opportunities. Roger Kelly, recently 
retired Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Manpower and Reserve Affairs, testified be
fore the House Armed Services Subcommit
tee on Recruiting and Retention that the two 
reasons most frequently given for enlisting 
were "to obtain a better opportunity for ad
vanced educational training" and "to acquire 
a skill or trade valuable in civiilan life." The 
University of Michigan's Youth in Transition 
study of some 2,000 high school students cor
roborates Kelly's statement. 

A 1969 sampling by the University's Insti
tute for Social Research found that the most 
frequently cited reasons for voluntary enlist
ment were, in order of preference, "to learn 
a trade or skill that would be valuable in 
civilian life," "to become more mature and 
self-reliant," and "opportunity for advanced 
education, professional training." Similarly, 
in a 1964 Department of Defense survey of 
approximately 80,000 enlisted people, nearly 
forty-seven per cent of non-draft-motivated 
volunteers gave as their reason for entry "to 
learn a trade" or "to become more mature." 
As might be expected, these economic moti
vations are especially keen among the less 
affluent. The 1969 Youth in Transition study 
also found that those intending to enter 
military service were below the mean in in
telligence and family socio-economic level. 

Perhaps the best indication of the socio
economic basis of military service is the di
rect link between enlistment and unemploy
ment. In the words of former Defense Man
power Secretary Harold Wool, "Studies of 

enlistment trends have shown . that en
listment rates have been positively corre
lated with fluctuations of youth unemploy
ment." A 1967 Pentagon contract study by 
economists S. H. Altman and A. E. Fechter 
found that "a given percentage change in 
the unemployment rate for male youth was 
associated with a similar percentage change 
in Army enlistment rate." While the correla
tion between unemployment and initial en
listment is reasonably well established, the 
influence of civilian unemployment on the 
decision to re-enlist is certain. As Secretary 
Kelly has said, "There is a very accurate and 
historic relationship between high unem
ployment and high re-enlistment." 

The armed services consciously exploit 
these economic factors. Recruitment posters 
and enlistment slogans are specifically aimed 
at the occupational needs of high school 
age youth: learn a trade?-WE'LL PAY You 
$288 A MONTH TO LEARN A NEW SK.Il.L; inter
esting work?-IF YOUR JOB PUTS You TO 

SLEEP, TRY ONE OF OURs; steady work? 
WE'VE GOT OVER 300 Goon, STEADY JoBs. Sum
mer is the busiest season for recruiters, as 
they actively seek to enlist high school grad
uates flooding the job market. At school "ca
reer days," in unsolicited mailings, and 
through targeted advertising, the new grad
uate is exposed to the recruitment pitch. 
Emphasizing the uncertainities of the civil
ian economy and the supposed employment 
value of military duty, recruiters hope to 
persuade young people to join. Technically 
this ls called volunteering. Although the 
overt compulsion of the draft may be absent, 
however, it is hardly "voluntary" for sixteen 
to nineteen year olds, facing a 13.4 percent 
unemployment rate, to succumb reluctantly 
to intensive enlistment pressures. 

Predictably, the enlisted ranks of the 
emerging volunteer force are attracting a 
disproportionate share of youth from work
ing class and lower income backgrounds. Al
though little direct social information is 
available on the makeup of the new military, 
data on educational level, mental quality, 
and race provide a general picture of the 
overall social decline in the armed forces. 
The percentage of high school graduate en'
listees for all services declined from seventy
one percent in the year from July -1, 1971, to 
June 30, 1972, to sixty-three percent in the 
last half ot 1972. The percentage of recruits 
from the top mental categories has also de
clined. (Enlistees are assigned to categories I 
through IV according to results on written 
intelligence tests, with Category I the high
est and IV the lowest.) The service-wide 
trend shows a decrease in above average re
cruits (those in Categories I and II) and an 
increase in those with only average scores 
(Category ill). 

The Navy has witnessed a particularly 
steep decline; the percentage of new recruits 
in Categories I and II has dropped from 
nearly fifty percent in January, 1970, to be
low thirty percent in June, 1972. The per
centage of blacks has also steadily increased 
during the last two years. In 1972, twelve 
percent of new Navy recruits were black, the 
highest number in Navy history. In the 
Army, the percentage of blacks among 
ground force enlistees has increased from 
13.5 percent in 1971 to more than eighteen 
percent in September, 1972; overall, twenty 
percent of new male Army enlistees in the 
last six months of 1972 were black. The trend 
seems clear, even at this early stage of the 
volunteer force: the enlisted ranks will 
henceforth be manned almost exclusively by 
the poor. 

One of the images that most attracts a 
young person to the ranks is the notion that 
military service will help him learn a trade. 
This view, although widely held in America., 
is demonstrated by the Pentagon's own data 
to be false. Detailed studies by Harold Wool 
describe a marked contrast between the type 
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of jobs in the military and those in the civil
ian economy. Some thirteen per cent of en
listed jobs (i.e., combat) have no civilian 
counterpart; thirty-eight per cent of enlisted 
jobs, such as weapons and ship mechanics, 
account for only 1.5 per cent of civilian jobs, 
while twenty-nine per cent of servicemen's 
jobs account for another 9.6 per cent of 
civilian occupation. Overall, eighty per cent 
of military jobs are in areas which account 
for only eleven per cent of civilian jobs. 

A look at specifl.c occupations indicates just 
how extensive the problem is. Using 1960 fig
ures, 10.6 percent of all enlisted people work 
as aircraft mechanics, while only 0.3 per cent 
of the civilian labor force is so occupied. The 
same figures show that thirteen per cent of 
enlisted positions a.re in electronics opera
tions or maintenance, compared to only 0.5 
per cent of civilian jobs. Moreover, even where 
broad functional similarities do exist, the 
actual skills and knowledge required may dif
fer markedly. For example, electronics tech
nicians for missile guidance would hardly 
be prepared for work as civilian radio and 
television repairmen. 

A closer examination, based on social data., 
shows that the people most likely to enlist for 
purposes of economic advancement-those 
with the lowest socio-economic and educa
tional backgrounds-end up in precisely those 
positions with no value for civilian employ
ment. This is most obyious in the combat 
arms area, the training furthest removed 
from productive military pursuits. The 1964 
National Opinion Research Center (NORC) 
Survey found that the lower an enlistee's 
educational level, the higher his chances of 
combat assignment. Harold Wool found simi
lar results based on Mental Group classifica
tion. Servicemen in the lowest category, 
Group IV, comprise nearly forty per cent of 
those in artillery and infantry positions. 

These data demonstrate how slight is the 
chance of training lower income youth for 
civilian occupations through military serv
ice-and help to unmask the controversial 
Pentagon program supposedly designed to 
perform Just such a function: Project 100,000. 
In 1966 Secretary of Defense Robert McNa
mara. announced that 100,000 previously dis
qua.11.fl.ed men from the lowest mental groups 
would henceforth be accepted into the armed 
forces. (More than 300,000 have actually en
tered through the project, since renamed New 
Standards.) 

McNamara. claimed that military service 
would provide the poor with an opportunity 
"to return to civilian life with skills and ap
titudes which for them and their families 
will reverse the downward spiral of human 
decay." However, according to Army Gen
eral Walter Kerwin, forty-one per cent of 
the soldiers entering under the program 
were assigned to combat duty (thus affirm
ing the suspicion that the project's real pur
pose was more to provide additional troops 
for Vietnam than to aid the needy). As with 
many who join the military to learn a trade, 
the servicemen in Project 100,000 were vic
tims of a cruel hoax. Former Secretary Wool, 
McNamara's own manpower chief, candidly 
assessed such efforts: "Those enlisted per
sonnel assigned to the ground combat spe
cialties and other uniquely military duties 
could expect little or no direct benefit from 
their military occupational training in fu
ture civilian jobs." 

Survey data. from veterans on the useful
ness of military training for civilian employ
ment corroborate these findings. In the 1964 
NORC survey cited above, veterans were 
asked to evaluate their military training. 
Only 9.4 per cent said it had been of "con
siderable use," 23.4 per cent termed it of 
"some use," while 67 per cent said their 
training had been of "no use." A 1955 study 
of 3,000 airmen had produced similar re
sults. 

Besides often being assigned to the wrong 
jobs, servicemen also must spend much of 
their time performing non-occupational du
ties, which the GI refers to as "mickey 
mouse." Although information on the sub
ject is scanty, the few available studies give 
a startling indication of the extent of the 
problem. A 1958 study of missile crewmen 
quoted by Wool gave the average workweek 
as: twenty-two hours in actual missile 
maintenance; sixteen hours for guard duty; 
and an incredible thirty-two hours in such 
wasteful duties as cleanup, KP, picking up 
cigarette butts, and inspections. A 1961 study 
of Navy electronics technicians showed that 
"time devoted to duties entirely outside the 
area of electronics accounted for about half 
the workday of personnel at the apprentice 
level and a.bout one-fourth the work time of 
most senior technicians." 

In response to the growth of this immense 
recruitment network, peace activists in vari
ous parts of the country a.re launching new 
programs in counter-recruiting. Several 
groups have found that work at high schools 
and at recruitment stations can be effective 
in limiting military influence and in pro
viding an alternative to the high pressure 
sales pitch of the recruiters. In Grand Rap
ids, peace workers from the Ammon Hen
nacy House distributed leaflets to high 
schools and debated recruiters before school 
forums. In Van Nuys, California., the Valley 
Peace Center is establishing a downtown 
office as a "Counter Recruiting Office." At 
Fresno State College, counter-recruiters re
cently set up a table and diSl)lay next to 
that of the Marine Corps and successfully 
persuaded many students to bypass the re
cruiters. The same group has posted anti
enlistment signs outside various public lo
cations and has applied to have its litera
ture placed in local high school guidance 
centers. The Midwest CCCO office in Chica.go 
and the People's Coalition for Peace and 
Justice in New York a.re lobbying against 
plans to introduce Junior ROTC in local high 
schools. The Catholic Peace Fellowship in 
New York also has announced plans to be
gin counter-recruitment activities. 

For these and other groups organizing 
against the recruitment put-on, one of the 
most difficult problems is to meet the needs 
of young people for meaningful employment 
and economic security. The task is not easy, 
for job development programs are often 
either nonexistent or inadequate. For ex
ample, counter-recruiters from the Commu
nity for Non-violent Action (CNVA) in Con
necticut found that there are almost no job 
programs in their area and that the few which 
do operate are sponsored by large war indus
tries. Despite the obstacles, however, alter
nate job opportunities must be found; if nec
essary, they can be developed independently 
by forming cooperatives, working with retired 
craftsmen, and other means. Another critical 
aspect of counter-recruiting is the problem 
of gaining equal access to the media. Citizen 
groups, especially with regard to public serv
ice announcements, might be able to use the 
FCC's Fairness Doctrine to secure free air 
time and rebut Pentagon claims about the 
rewards of military service. 

While the decision to end the use of the 
draft is a welcome step toward reducing Gov
ernment intrusion in the lives of young peo
ple, the volunteer system replacing conscrip
tion offers no cause for joy. In place of the 
traditional "greetings" from Selective Serv
ice, the young person is now hounded by his 
local recruiter and bombarded by a bewilder
ing array of advertising messages. In many 
cases outright fraud is used to meet enlist
ment quotas. More frequently, the subtle 
techniques of commercial oversell-a highly 
polished delivery, failure to mention extenu
ating conditions, vaguely defined promises
suffice to lure the impressionable into serv
ice. 

The military consciously exploits the eco
nomic uncertainties of the less affluent by of
fering assurances of job training and educa
tion, yet it is virtually certain that few of 
those in need of employment security are 
aided by a three-year stint of toting a rifle 
and sweeping floors. The services defensively 
claim that the system is basically sound ex
cept for the occasional abuses of individual 
recruiters. However, the entire approach is 
fraudulent, for it promises economic ad
vancement which the armed services are fun
damentally incapable of providing. (Nor 
should the military have such a domestic wel
fare function in a healthy society.) Young 
people are induced to enlist through false 
hopes and empty promises which have little 
or no relation to the real conditions of mili
tary life. 

RECRUITING PROBE HERE INVOLVES USE OF 
FuNI>s 

(By Mike McGraw) 
A spokesman for the Army said in Wash

ington today that an investigation of the 
Kansas City recruiting station involves pos
sible misuse of a unit fund. 

It was first believed that the investigation, 
by the Army's Criminal Investigation Divi
sion, involved only possible recruiting mal
practices. The two ranking officers at the 
recruiting station here have been temporarily 
reassigned. 

It is not clear, however, whether that ac
tion is a result of the investigation of re
cruiting procedures or the inquiry into use 
of the unit ifund, which usually total about 
$2,000. 

It was reported Friday that Maj. Quinton 
Seitz, former head of recruiters here, had 
been relieved. But the man who took his 
place, Lt. Col. Leo Guenther, insists no one 
was "relieved," but that "there have been 
reassignments pending investiga.tions." 

Asked whether the second-ranking officer 
at the induction station, 2420 Broadway, 
Capt. Robert Priest, also was reassigned, 
Guenther said, "Captain Priest was tempo
rarily reassigned." 

The Army is investigating 173 induction or 
recruiting centers in 37 states for possible 
recruiter malpractices, but a spokesman in 
Washington said such investigations were 
not unusual. He said they are conducted on a 
continuing basis. 

Guenther said this morning that the word 
"relieved" carried serious connotations in 
Army jargon. "No one is relieved as of now. 
If I said I was relieved, that would mean you 
could write me off for good. 

"These things could easily happen with
out my knowing about it, though," Guenther 
said. "Anyway, even if I did know about the 
investigation it would be a violation of the 
code for me to talk about it until it becomes 
public knowledge." 

Guenther said, "I am not in the chain on 
this one. I have been read out of this thing." 
He said he was glad of that because iif he 
had any knowledge of the matter he "might 
feel obligated to discuss it." 

Guenther said the unit fund, which re
portedly is used for local conferences for re
cruiters, was recently audited and that there 
is $2,200 in it. He said, "The fund is not im
pounded, and I would think that would hap
pen if it is under investigation. 

He said the fund is "an instrument of the 
government, not appropriated by Congress, 
to be used ifor the good of enlisted men." He 
said about $200 is added to the fund each 
month. 

"It is used for whatever they can justify 
as being for the good of a.11 the troops," he 
said, explaining that it is made up of profits 
from post exchanges. 

Lt. Col. Bob Schuler of the Army press of
fice in Washington said today he could not 
comment on whether anyone left the station 
here because of the investigation. 
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"We investigate felonies wherever they 

occur in the Army and the report is turned 
over to the commander concerned who can 
then make the adjudication. 

"In this ca-se," Schuler said, "the informa
tion in the report would go to the commander 
of the recruiting command in Hampton, Va." 
A spokesman there was unable to answer 
questions this morning about the investiga
tion. 

The investigation of recruiting procedures 
here and across the country involves a-c
cusations that recruiters falsified records of 
high school graduation on enlistment forms, 
gave enlistees answers to qualifying tests, 
ignored criminal records and enlisted men 
who were physically unfit. 

107 ARMY RECRUITERS PULLED FROM JOBS FOR 

MALPRACTICE 

Over the past seven months, 107 Army 
recruiters, under pressure to meet their 
quotas now that the draft is dead, have 
been pulled off their jobs for attempting 
to enlist unqualified Gis. 

A nationwide investigation into wide
spread malpractices is continuing, according 
to Army officials. 

Since last November, the officials said, the 
Army Criminal Investigations Division has 
been looking into reports that recruiters in a 
number of localities were doctoring records 
to meet their enlistment quotas. 

So far, the investigation has ranged into 
37 states. Large concentrations of improp
er practices, officials said, have been dug 
up in Syracuse, N.Y., San Antonio, Texas, 
and Kansas City. 

Army detectives are continuing to check 
out allegations of 173 incidents of recruiter 
malpractice. 

The Army has fallen short by about 10,000 
men in its enlistment goals set over the last 
four months. There is considerable disagree
-ment in the Pentagon about whether educa
tional standards for enlistees have been set 
too high. 

Army officials said recruiters have been 
caught manufacturing phony high school di
plomas, providing "crib" sheets to prospec
tive enlistees before they take qualification 
tests, ignoring requirements to look for 
police records on potential enli&tees, seek
ing to recruit medically unfit young men 
and falsifying residency requirements. 

One Army general said it ls possible that 
in its rush to meet Army quotas generally, 
the Pentagon may have failed to evaluate 
standards for the 6,500 recruiters around the 
country. Some 5,000 of these work directly 
with recruits. 

Another official said, "Unfortunately the 
same qualities of salesmanship that make for 
a good recruiter sometimes make for these 
kinds of practices too." 

The Army said there ls no evidence of col
lusion among recruiters in different areas of 
the country. Rather, it appears almost com
pletely to be the action of individual re
cruiting sergeants pressed to meet t heir 
individually-assigned goals. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I would 
hope that in making the request the Sen
ator from Tennessee would also include 
in his request the amendment which I 
will introduce with the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. NuNN). I would not object 
even if he did not make that request. 
If he is not familiar with it, I think the 
Senator from Texas is familiar with it. 

Mr. BAKER. I am. 
Mr. BENTSEN. I am familiar with it. 

I think it adds to the measure. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If Sena

tors will send their modifications to the 
desk, the Chair would appreciate it. 

Without objection, the amendment 

proposed by the Senator from Tennessee 
and the Senator from Texas will be mod
ified accordingly. 

The modification is as follows: 
On page 4, at the end of line 1, strike out 

the word "and." 
On page 4, between lines 1 and 2, insert 

the following: 
"(6) the methods and techniques used to 

attract and recruit personnel for the armed 
forces, and whether such methods and 
techniques might be improved or new and 
more effective ones utilized; and" 

On page 4, line 2, strike out "(6) " and in
sert therein "(7)". 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think we 
have reached the place where I address 
my inquiry to the managers of the bill. 
I hope the amendment, as modified, may 
·find acceptability in their eyes. I think 
that a long and great debate at this point 
might not be necessary. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Texas spoke 
to me about this measure before and we 
are prepared to accept it on this side. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
join the distinguished acting chairman 
of the committee, (Mr. SYMINGTON) and 
accept it on this side. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the distinguished 
managers of the bill. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, in join
ing with the senior Senator from Ten
nessee in sponsoring this amendment, it 
is my firm belief that unless the Congress 
and the President can find some better 
means to control the expense of person
nel for the defense establishment, the 
security of this country will be seriously 
jeopardized. I do not consider myself an 
alarmist, and I am one who has con
cerned myself with this country's de
fense all my adult life. 

My concern and my criticisms are born 
_of a love for this country, a firm belief 
that a strong defense capability is es
sential to its survival, and a conviction 
that that survival must be the para
mount concern of every Member of this 
body. It would be much easier to stand 
back, remain silent, and continue along 
the comfortable lines of the status quo. 
But we were not sent here to do the com
fortable chores or to make the easy 
choices. 

In my opinion, we have come to the 
point where the rising cost of military 
manpower necessitates that Congress 
take action and take action soon. 

Mr. President, when a military force 
of 2.3 million men requires more senior 
officers, by that I mean the ranks of 
lieutenant colonel and above, than a 
force of 12.1 million men required at the 
peak of a major world war, then the time 
has come for serious concern on the part 
of the Congress and the taxpayers who 
are footing the bill. 
· Mr. President, when the U.S. Army 
has more lieutenant colonels than it does 
second lieutenants and when there are 
more colonels and Navy captains today 
in the military services than there were 
when we had 12 million men in the field 
fighting a war, then it is time for Con
gress to take a long, sober look at how 
the Department of Defense determines 
its personnel needs. And when it re
quires eight support types behind every 

trooper firing a rifle on the front line, 
then I say it is time for the Congress to 
become alarmed and to begin the process 
of reversing this trend which produces 
more and more headquarter paper push
ers rather than frontline fighting forces. 

It is estimated that the Defense budg
et will exceed $15 billion by 1980 and that 
two-thirds of that budget will be at
tributable to personnel related costs. A 
staggering figure and a very worrisome 
trend in manpower costs. 

The Defense Department is paying 
$22 billion more in fiscal year 1974 than 
it was 10 years ago in pay and allowances 
for 400,000 fewer personnel. That is, more 
money for fewer men, and the fewer 
men are increasingly to be found in the 
headquarters and support structure 
rather than in the combat arms. 

At the same time, the average cost of 
maintaining a serviceman on duty has 
increased from about $3,400 in 1950 to 
about $12,400 in 1974. An increase of 
over 260 percent, and the curve is getting 
worse, not better. 

Now I know that many of these in
creased costs are justified and that a 
part of this increase is related to our 
attempt to establish an all-volunteer 
force. I support that experiment, and I 
am willing to pay the necessary, justiable 
expenses that are related to that effort. 

I do not feel, however, that one can 
justify or support the use of high paid 
volunteers in the same fashion as $75-a
month draftees. As the cost of defense 
personnel increases then so must the 
effectiveness with which they are used. 

That is the reason for a defense man
power commission. It will examine the 
personnel pipeline from recruitment to 
retirement and give the Congress and 
the President concrete recommendations 
concerning what reforms are necessary 
and how savings can be made. The com
mission will be independent, and that is 
most important. 

Unless this study is free from control 
of the Pentagon bureaucracy, both civil
ian and military, then the Congress will 
never get the results we desire. The re
sults would be both predictable and dis
astrous. If this issue is left strictly to the 
military, it will be the administrators 
and bureaucrats in the Pentagon who 
decide where the cuts will be made-not 
the commanders of fighting units in the 
field. In effect, those whose jobs are most 
in question would decide which jobs are 
to stay and which are to go. 

Quite frankly, I expect this commis
sion to approa,ch the problem of analyz
ing defense personnel issues with a dose 
of skepticism concerning our present pol
icy and an open mind toward new ideas 
that might improve that policy. The com
mission will make periodic reports and 
the length of its charter, only 18 months, 
gives promise that this commission will 
give us the concrete, objective input re
quired to deal with these complex issues 
through legislation. 

There will be no easy decisions or sim
ple solutions on this issue. But there can 
be informed choices and assured results 
if we get the facts first and then act upon 
them decisively. I can think of no issue 
that deserves our attention more, and I 
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hope the Senate will concur with this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish 

to commend the Senators on this 
amendment. I serve as a member of the 
Military Committee on the North 
Atlantic Assembly. The distinguished 
Senator from Texas has been the chair
man of the small but important com
mittee to represent the assembly in 
overseeing the MBFR talks. I have 
worked closely with the Senator from 
Texas on a matter which this amend
ment is concerned with: The relation 
between combat and support troops, and 
the number of headquarters and com
mand posts assigned to Europe. 

I endorse wholeheartedly the thrust of 
this amendment. It is far reaching in its 
inquiry into manpower policies and can 
be extremely important for the future 
security of this country. 

As a final point on the amendment 
accepted by the Senator from Tennessee 
and the Senator from Texas on behalf 
of the Senator from Georgia and me, 
we are very much concerned, as I believe 
are a number of those who follow the 
manpower policies of the armed services 
and the shortages of recent shortfalls in 
recruiting, particularly in combat arms. 

I want to commend the Senator from 
Georgia who has examined this matter 
in great detail as part of the delibera
tions of the Senate Armed Service Com
mittee. His work was instrumental in the 
committee's adoption of a requirement 
that the Department of Defense report in 
90 days on the impact of current recruit
ment policies on specific manpower goals 
and requirements of the armed services. 

The amendment that I am introduc
ing to the measure put forward by the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Texas will serve as a complement to the 
thrust of their amendment and to the ac
tions already taken by the committee. 

The amendment specifically directs the 
commission to examine the implications 
for the Armed Forces of the shift in the 
number of poor, the number of less edu
cated, and the number of minority per
sons who have enlisted since the end to 
the use of the induction authority. 

The amendment also asks that the 
commission examine the implications of 
the recent shift within the composition 
of the enlistees for the Nation as a whole. 

The amendment directs that this anal
ysis include the evaluation of the new 
recruiting policies, including enlistment 
bonuses in general and combat arms bo
nuses in particular. 

My concern is both that the Army 1s 
having substantial difficulty in meeting 
its required levels of enlistees, falling 19 
percent shy of their requirements in 
August and failing for each of the previ
ous 6 months, and that the rising per
centage of blacks and the rising percent
age of individuals with less than a high 
school education indicates a basic change 
in the composition of the military. 

Throughout the debate over the pas
sage of the Military Selective Service Act 
of 1971, Public Law 92-129, proponents 
of a volunteer Army argued that there 
would be no major increase in the per
centage of minorities in the Armed 
Forces. They said the Gates Commis
sion and the Defense Department analy
ses suggested that the percentage of mi
nority and poor members in the serv
ices would remain fairly stable and in 
most cases would not increase beyond 
their percentage of the general popu
lation. 

My concern then and my concern now 
is that we are telling specific groups in 
the country that the only road to ad
vancement, the only road for achieve
ment is through the military and par
ticularly through the combat arms route. 
In other words, they must be in a posi
tion where they are risking their lives to 
provide for the Nation's defense before 
we will accord them an opportunity to 
better their economic status. 

Now that we have seen the results of 
the most recent months recruitment
particularly since the lapse of the in
duction authority on July 1-where 34 
percent of the recruits in July and 29.7 
percent of the recruits in August were 
black, it is clear that the original pre
dictions of supporters of the volunteer 
Army are not being confirmed. 

The implications of this failure for 
both the Armed Forces and for the so
ciety must be explored and resolved not 
only with regard to the black and Span
ish-speaking but also with regard to the 
poor. I am hopeful that this amendment 
will afford an opportunity to achieve that 
result. 

I, as one who had serious concern 
about the volunteer Army, wish to stress 
that those of us who opposed it, be
cause we thought it would end up being 
a poor man's Army to fight the rich 
man's war, are being tragically rein
forced in that direction. I hope this 
commission will better enlighten Con
gress and the American people as to the 
dangers of this happening. 

I thank the Senators for accepting the 
amendment and I am delighted that the 
managers of the bill will support it. I 
look forward to the results of the study. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Massachusetts for his 
addition to the bill and for his favorable 
comments. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a brief comment? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I wish to 

commend the Senator from Tennessee 
and the Senator from Texas for sponsor
ing this very pertinent, timely, and very 
necessary manpower commission to study 
the needs of the military now, and our 
Nation in terms of national security. 

I have spent a considerable amount of 
time in the Committee on Armed Serv
ices asking what I feel were very perti
nent questions regarding the voluntary 
force, the combat-support ratio, the 
number of officers we have and the num
ber of enlisted men, and other questions. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join 
as a cosponsor with the Senator from 

Massachusetts on a pertinent amend
ment to the Bentsen-Baker amendment 
which will further emphasize the con
cern of this body on the workings or 
failures of the all-volunteer force. I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of that amend
ment to the Baker-Bentsen amendment. 
I commend the Senators for having 
sponsored this necessary study. 

Mr. President, I wish to say a few gen
eral words regarding the committee
recommended reduction in manpower 
and the Baker-Bentsen amendment. 
This recommendation by the committee 
and the Defense Manpower Commission 
amendment which I cosponsored comes 
at a time when there are dramatic but 
little understood changes occurring both 
in the defense manpower picture and 
the overall manpower picture within this 
country. 

The acting chairman and other col
leagues have described what has been 
happening in this important area. Man
power costs have exploded in the past 5 
years-basic military pay is up 118 per
cent since 1968. We have abandoned the 
draft which provided a broad spectrum 
of manpower to meet defense needs: the 
Army has not met its recruiting goals 
in any month since the draft stopped. As 
warfare becomes more and more com
plex, its technology demands higher and ' 
higher skilled people to operate and 
maintain the equipment. 

I want to confine my remarks to a 
brief look into the future. Where are we 
heading? Where do these manpower 
trends lead and what do they mean? 

First, barring another major military 
confrontation, there will be continued 
pressure to hold down defense spending. 
The President has created a feeling of 
detente-in regard to the Russians and 
Chinese. There are strong competing de
mands for money for social and domestic 
programs. This country has a long his
tory of keeping down defense spending 
in peacetime. If manpower costs grow at 
5 % percent per year as the Defense De
partment projects and we retain the 
current force levels, the manpower 
budget alone will be about $62 billion by 
1980. If, in addition, the total DOD 
budget were to be limited to $85 billion 
by 1980, these rising manpower costs 
would leave only $9 billion available for 
R. & D., procurement, and military con
struction combined. Last year we spent 
over $22 billion on R. & D., procurement 
and military construction. I know of no 
responsible person in the country-even 
the most antidefense minded-who 
would advocate a 60-percent cut in these 
programs. Yet that is what would hap
pen if manpower costs continue to rise at 
their projected rates and the defense 
budget remains constant. 

Another trend that concerns me is the 
utilization made of people within the De
fense Department as manpower costs in- , 
crease. We see a 1,100,000 support estab
lishment, over 50 percent of the total 
military strength. I have received many 
complaints from men in the service about 
how they are mal-assigned and poorly 
used. According to studies conducted 
since 1964, the number of Army men per 
division is up 8 percent, the number of 
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men per ship is up 44 percent, and the 

number of men per tactical aircraft is 
up 43 percent. Civilian manpower growth 
is even greater-a 92-percent increase in 
NavY civilians per ship, an 84-percent 
increase in civilians per division. If these 
trends continue, the tooth-to-tail ratio 
by 1980 will be very small indeed. We 
need a strong, tough, fighting force. But 
it must be austere, lean, and trim, with 
no padding or fat. The time ha.s come 
for the Defense Department to demon
strate its efficiency in achieving such a 
force, if it hopes to improve its credibility 
and gather public support. 

Finally there is the question of the 
all-volunteer force. As I have said on 
many occasions, I have serious doubts 
about the wisdom of this project. The 
signs I observe indicate trouble. Even 
though it is costing us large sums of 
money, Defense estimates about $3 bil
lion in direct budget costs of the volun
teer force this year and there are re
quests for more in the future, the serv
ices are having trouble meeting their 
recruiting goals in terms of quantity and 
quality. Defense a.s a whole was about 
25,000 men short of planned strength for 
fiscal year 1973, about 14,000 of which 
was attributable to Army shortfalls. In 
fiscal year 1973, the Army fell 33 percent 
short of its enlistment objectives for 
ground combat enlistments-even though 
it offered a bonus of $1,500 to those en
listing in such units. 

A look at the future is even more dis
couraging. For fiscal year 1974, the Army 
must recruit 41,000 more men than in 
fiscal year 1973~a 27-percent increase 
to meet the strength it requested. Yet 
with a smaller goal, it had a 4-percent 
shortfall last year. 

Looking further into the future, a re
cent study conducted for the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, indicates 
that in the next several years, Defense 
will have to recruit one out of every 
three qualified and available 17-year-old 
males in the country before they reach 
age 23. This figure increases to two out 
of every five if the Reserves are included. 
That is a very tall order in itself. But 
looking further ahead, within 10 to 15 
years, Defense will have to recruit one 
out of every two of all the qualified and 
available 17-year-old males to the Active 
and Reserve forces. Over 50 percent. I 
doubt such a goal can be reached. 

Mr. President, I am also very con
cerned regarding the all-volunteer force. 

In summary, Mr. President, we need 
to start action soon if we are to gain 
control over the problems indicated by 
the trends I have described. 

In the aftermath of Vietnam, our Na
tion is faced with fundamental questions 
regarding our national security. In addi
tion to the horrible human tragedies 
from 1965 through 1972, our participa
tion in the Vietnam war carried a price 
tag of nearly $120 billion. 

What have been the military results of 
Vietnam and how does this affect our 
security? 

Supplies and equipment which had 
been issued to National Guard and or
ganized reserve units were reclaimed by 
the Active forces and redeployed to Viet
nam. These forces which are a funda-

mental part of our defense still have not 
recovered from this starvation resulting 
from the war. 

While remaining aloof from direct in
volvement themselves, the Russians spent 
but a tiny fraction of U.S. war costs. This 
left a major portion of the Soviet mili
tary budget to be used during this period 
to increase Soviet strategic and conven
tional military power and to intensify re
search and development. While any 
comparison of nuclear arms is a compli
cated and complex subject, Russia 1s 
clearly ahead of the United States in 
total megatonage of destructive nuclear 
power which can be launched. 

Because of our technological superior
ity in the development of multiple inde
pendently targetable reentry vehicles, 
commonly known as MIRV, the United 
States has a substantial lead in the num
ber of nuclear warheads. Russia however 
is also continuing to develop this tech
nique and with their lead in number and 
size of ICBM's, if they match us in MIRV 
technology, our national security will be 
severely undermined. Therefore, in my 
opinion, it is imperative that the United 
States in Salt II press for a freeze on 
MIRV development by the Soviet Union. 

What this adds up to is the harsh 
reality of the legacy of the Vietnam war: 

First. Higher costs for weapons. 
Second. A slow-down in research and 

development and military technology. 
Third. Skyrocketing manpower costs 

and failing popular support for and ap
preciation of our defense needs. 

The hardest reality of all has not been 
squarely faced by our Government and 
has not been fully recognized by our 
people. This reality, the problem of mili
tary manpower, is on the verge of getting 
completely out of control. 

The military draft has never been pop
ular and all of us hope that conditions 
will not require its large scale use again. 

Realistically however, it is time for us 
to take another look at the results of the 
all-out push for the so-called "volun
teer force." This concept is a clear result 
of the Vietnam war because of its un
popularity caused the President and 
Congress to yield to the tremendous pres
sure to end the draft at almost any 
price. 

So much for the background of the 
volunteer force. What of the future? 

At this time, 25 percent of the Soviet 
military budget goes to manpower costs; 
67 percent of the U.S. defense budget 
goes to manpower costs. This 67 percent 
does not include such indirect costs as 
barracks construction, hospital construc
tion and other costs to support personnel. 

The direct and indirect cost per man 
has increased from $5,435 per year in 
1964 to $11,580 in 1973. The increase is 
113 percent. These costs will continue 
to rise. 

We have 371,000 fewer military and 
civilian personnel in fiscal year 1974 than 
in fiscal year 1964 and yet in fiscal year 
1974 we will pay about $44 billion in 
direct manpower costs as compared to 
$22 billion in fiscal year 1964. 

As another example of the increase, 
direct personnel costs in fiscal year 1968 
were $32.6 billion as compared to $43.9 
billion in fiscal year 197 4 even though 

the Defense Establishment has been re
duced by 1.6 million personnel since that 
wartime peak. 

As another example as to how man
power is utilized, it might be pointed out 
that for the cost of our general purpose 
forces we spend about $3 for every $1 
spent on our strategic forces. The strate
gic forces refer to those systems which 
protect the homeland and provide a nu
clear deterrent, such as Polaris, Minute
man, and SAC. General purpose refers 
to the conventional forces, all of which 
are planned to be deployed overseas for 
war. 

Most of this phenomenal rise in the 
costs of manpower can be laid at t.he 
door of the All-Volunteer Force concept. 
We have been told that if we are to get 
along without a draft, we must make the 
military career as attractive, or more so, 
as a civilian career. To this end, Con
gress has enacted legislation year after 
year upgrading the system of military 
pay, allowances, and other benefits, until 
the expense threatens to bankrupt our 
entire defense program. 

I am not opposed to a fair system of 
pay and allowances for our servicemen. 
But I believe that we must face the fact 
that we cannot afford to see manpower 
costs escalate until we reach the poh1t 
where we simply are unable to support 
a Military Establishment big enough to 
do the job. We have not yet reached this 
point, but it is not too much farther 
down the road. 

I do not dogmatically oppose the vol
unteer concept, but I feel that it is im
perative for our Government and our 
people to ask some hard cold realistic 
questions as to where this road leads. 

The infusion of civilian values into 
the ranks of the military is an American 
tradition of longstanding. From the time 
of the American Revolution, the concept 
of the citizen soldier, called to the colors 
in time of crisis, has been a hallowed 
one. The shift to an All-Volunteer Force 
will inevitably dilute this tradition, for 
I do not believe that any system of in
ducements, no matter how extensive and 
how expensive will attract enough of the 
right kinds of young Americans to mili
tary service to preserve the essential 
civilian spirit which has always charac
terized our men in uniform. There is a 
remote but increasing danger that the 
creation of a special military class-a 
certain consequence of the all-volunteer 
concept-will pose an increasing chal
lenge to civilian control of the military. 

A related danger is that the absence 
of young draftees in the Armed Forces 
will remove some subconscious con
straints upon the President to allow us 
to become involved in future military ad
ventures without sufficient and mature 
consideration. Professional soldiers are 
not likely to argue so strongly against 
opportunities to practice their profes
sion as are young civilians temporarily in 
uniform. Neither are t'he respective fam
ilies involved. It is a paradox that those 
who lobbied for the end of the draft be
cause of their opposition to the war in 
Vietnam, may well have sown the seeds 
for future similar involvement. 

Although the draft system contains 
many inequities, it is still a better means 
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of providing an armed force more repre
sentative of the American society as a 
whole than is possible under the all vol
unteer system. It is most unlikely, for 
example, that even the prevailing high 
rates of military pay will succeed in at
tracting enough really skilled and edu
cated men into the Armed Forces. What 
is more likely is that the armed services 
will attract first those who are the most 
disadvantaged in our society. 

America needs a well disciplined and 
trained force, who can readily be brought 
up to acceptable standards of discipline 
and professional skill. In these days, it is 
not popular to deal plainly with such 
subjects, but I believe that it is simply 
not fair to ask or expect the poor man 
to do most of the fighting. An all-volun
teer force manned by the poor and disad
vantaged, but officered by a professional 
elite, is a radical departure from the 
American tradition. 

Finally, I think a word needs to be 
said about patriotism. This word used to 
be somewhat overworked-especially by 
politicians on the Fourth of July-but 
you do not hear enough about it any 
more. I submit that in abolishing the 
draft we may be doing away with the 
principle of service to our country. Will 
we be teaching future generations of 
Americans to expect life and happiness 
in a great and free country-without giv
ing anything in return? 

I think we need to reexamine some of 
the basic assumptions behind our de
fense policies. We need to face the fact 
that the spirit of "detente" is to be de
sired and cherished, and that an era of 
negotiation is greatly to be pref erred to 
continuing conflict and confrontation. 
But we also need to pay heed to the fact 
that our military might has been a strong 
inducement to the other side to bring 
them around to negotiation. 

We need to realize that some things 
cannot be bought for money alone-No 
mercenary army in history has ever been 
a match for free and dedicated men 
fighting to preserve their stakes in a 
free society. We must take care that the 
war weariness of the present does not 
lead us to such despair that we mortgage 
the future just to get C'.. little rest now. 
And I still believe that Thomas Paine 
spoke the truth when he said that "those 
who expect to reap the blessing of free
dom must, like men, undergo the fatigue 
of supporting it." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 
yielded back? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield back my time. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield back my 

time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time is 

yielded back. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment as modified was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the dis
tinguished Senator from South Carolina 
may now be recognized to call up both 
of his amendments out of order which 
were scheduled for tomorrow under the 
previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments will be stated. 
The amendments were stated as fol

lows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert a 

new section as follows: 
SEC. 1. (a) No funds authorized to be ap

propriated by this Act may be obligated un
der a contract entered into by the Depart
ment of Defense after the date of the enact
ment of this Act for procurement of goods 
which are other than American goods unless, 
under regulations of the Secretary of Defense 
and subject to the determinations and ex
ceptions contained in title III of the Act of 
March 3, 1933, as amended (47 Stat. 1520; 41 
u.s.c. lOa, lOb), popularly known as the Buy 
American Act, there is adequate considera
tion given to-

( 1) the bids or proposals of firms located 
in labor surplus areas in the United States 
as designated by the Department of Labor 
which have offered to furnish American 
goods; 

( 2) the bids or proposals of small business 
firms in the United States which have of
fered to furnish American goods; 

(3) the bids or proposals of all other firms 
in the Unit ed States which have offered to 
furnish Ameri~an goods; 

(4) the United States balance of payments; 
( 5) the cost of shipping goods which are 

other than American goods; and 
(6) any duty, tariff or surcharge which 

may enter into the cost of using goods which 
are other than American goods. 

( b) For purposes of this section, the term 
"goods which are other than American goods" 
means ( 1) an end product which has not 
been mined, produced, or manufactured in 
the United S tates, or (2) an end product 
manufactured in the United States but the 
cost of the components thereof which are not 
mined, produced, or manufactured in the 
United States exceeds the cost of components 
mined, produced, or manufactured in the 
United States. 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. -. (a) Chapter 157 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new section as follows: 
"§2635. Medical emergency helicopter trans-

portation assistance and limitation 
of individual liability. 

"(a) The Secretary of Defense is author
ized to assist the Depar,tment of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare and the Department of 
Transportation in providing medical emer
gency helicopter transportation services to 
civilians. Any resources provided under this 
section shall be under such terms and con
ditions, including reimbursement, as the 
Secretary of Defense deems appropriate and 
shall be subject to the following specific 
limi ta.tions: 

" ( 1) Assistance may be provided only in 
areas where military units able to provide 
such assistance are regularly assigned, and 
military units shall not be transferred from 
one area to another for the purpose of pro
viding such assistance. 

"(2) Assistance may be provided only to 
the extent that it does not interfere with the 
performance of the military mission. 

" ( 3) The provision of assistance shall not 
cause any increase in funds required for the 
operation of the Department of Defense. 

"(b) No individual (or his estate) who ls 

authorized by the Department of Defense to 
perform services under a program established 
pursuant to subsection (a), and who is act
ing within the scope of his duties, shall be 
liable for injury to, or loss of property or per
sonal injury or death which may be caused 
incident to provide such services." 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 157 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by ad.ding at the end thereof the 
following new item: 
"2635. Medical emergency helicopter trans

portation assistance and limitation 
on individual liability.". 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, this 
amendment is offered by the distin
guished Senator from Missouri, the act
ing chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services (Mr. SYMINGTON) and 
me, and also the distinguished Senator 
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) joins in the 
amendment as a cosponsor. 

This amendment would authorize the 
Secretary of Defense to assist the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare and the Department of Transporta
tion in providing helicopter ambulance 
services to the public in the event of 
serious civilian medical emergencies. 

This amendment would establish a 
program known as Military Assistance to 
Safety and Traffic, or better known as 
MAST. 

It involves authorizing military air 
ambulances, or helicopters, which are in 
a state of readiness due to military re
quirements, to be used in civilian rescue 
work where injuries are of such a serious 
nature that life or death may hinge upon 
the speed of the rescue effort. This con
cept has already been tested at a nun}ber 
of locations around the country and has 
been beneficial both to the military and 
the civilian community. 

It has benefited the military be
cause the helicopter crews, rather than 
training simulated conditions, have re
ceived experience in actual emergen
cies. It has benefited the civilian com
munity because this kind of quick medi
cal service was not available through 
either private or public sources. 

Mr. President, private as well as gov
ernmental sources are beginning to pro
vide emergency helicopter service. Some 
State highway departments have heli
copters on call and there are some in
stances of private sources providing this 
service in a commercial undertaking. 

The provision of helicopter ambulance 
service to civilians is a mission which 
the private sector should shoulder. How
ever, until such programs are established 
there is no reason why military heli
copter units should not assist when 
possible. 

This amendment is identical to a bill 
offered by Representative WILLIAM 
DICKINSON, of Alabama, which passed the 
House May 9, 1973, and I understand the 
distinguished Representative from Mis
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is an author of 
a bill on this subject. 

Although there are a number of Sen
ate bills which provide for a MAST pro
gram, including one which I offered, this 
amendment takes the form of the Dick
inson bill because hearings were held on ; 
that bill and it contains a number of ; 
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safeguards necessary to prevent abuses 
in this program. 

These safeguards recognize and deal 
with four problem areas. First, MAST 
aid could be provided only in those areas 
where air ambulance units are regularly 
assigned, thus barring the transfer of 
units from one area to another for the 
purpose of providing such assistance. 

Second, assistance by the military air 
ambulance may be provided only to the 
extent that it does not interfere with 
the performance of the military mission 
of the unit in question. 

Third, the provision of this assistance 
shall not cause the increase in the ex
penditure of military funds. In other 
words the operation will have to be 
finan~ed from regularly prescribed train
ing funds. As an additional safeguard in 
the cost area the amendment reads, 
"any resources provided under this sec
tion shall be under such terms and 
conditions, including reimbursement, as 
the Secretary of Defense deems appro
priate." 

Fourth, the amendment protects those 
individuals in the program by providing 
that, "No individual (or his estate) who 
is authorized by the Department of De
fense to perform services under a pro
gram established pursuant to this sub
section (a), and who is acting within 
the scope of his duties, shall be liable 
for injury to, or loss of property or per
sonal injury or death which may be 
caused incident to providing such serv
ices." 

Mr. President, many lives were saved 
during the pilot program of MAST. Au
thority for the Defense Department to 
participate in this effort on a broader 
scale will save lives in the future. There
fore, it is important that the Congress 
act in this matter as soon as possible. 

This amendment meets all of the ob
jections raised about the MAST pro
gram. It provides for a tightly restricted 
program, but one which will save lives 
and also bring the military and civilian 
sectors into a closer working relation
ship. I hope the Senate will accept this 
proposal in order that there be no fur
ther delay in establishing this lifesaving 
joint effort between civilian communi
ties and nearby military installations. 

Mr. President, amendment No. 547 is 
designed to express policies which pro
vide advantages to American firms com
peting with foreign firms for Defense 
Department contracts. 

It is my view that the Department of 
Defense, in awarding contracts for the 
procurement of supplies and equipment, 
should award these contracts to firms 
located in the United States which have 
the capability to supply them provided 
such action will not result in unreason
able costs or otherwise be contrary to 
the public interest. 

It is only right that firms located in 
the United States and employing Ameri
can labor, both of which pay U.S. taxes, 
should be given a preference in the 
award of these contracts whenever it fs 
economical and appropriate to do so. 
This is particularly justified in the case 
of firms located in the unemployment 
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areas designated by the Secretary of La
bor as labor surplus areas and 1n the 
case of U.S. small business firms. 

Also to be considered is the impact 
on the U.S. balance payments when con
tracts are awarded to foreign firms as 
well as any additional costs involved to 
the United States in awarding contracts 
to foreign firms. 

I am told that the Department of De
fense employs administrative procedures 
to accomplish these objectives now. How
ever, these objectives are so important 
and critical to American firms and Amer
ican workers that there should be a basis 
for them in law. 

The proposed amendment which I 
off er will require the Department of De
fense prior to the award of a contract 
to a foreign firm to be funded by funds 
authorized to be appropriated by the 
act to give adequate consideration to the 
bids or proposals of firms located 1n U.S. 
labor surplus areas, to those of small 
business firms, and all other firms located 
in the United States, to the impact on 
the U.S. balance of payments and to the 
additional costs, such as shipping costs 
and duties, which might be involved if 
other than American goods were pro
cured. 

My amendment will not result in any 
additional costs to the Department of 
Defense. However, it will constitute a 
clear expression by the Congress that 
American goods, when available, are to 
be procured whenever it is economical 
to do so and it is not otherwise contrary 
to the public interest. 

A provision somewhat similar to this 
amendment was contained in the House 
version of this bill. However, it is my 
belief that my proposed amendment will 
lay down more precisely the objectives 
to be attained and provide the Depart
ment of Defense with more specific lan
guage which will permit the implementa
tion of those objectives. It should not 
result in any additional costs and re
quirements of the amendment are con
cise enough to insure an evenhanded ad
ministration of these proposals. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as 
a cogponsor of both these amendments, 
after serious deliberation I accept the 
amendments of the able Senator from 
South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be con
sidered en bloc. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank the able acting chairman 
of the committee for accepting these 
amendments and also for joining as a 
cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments en bloc. 

The amendments were agreed to en 
bloc. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that there now 
be a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obJection, it is so ordered. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. NELSON) laid before the Senate 
the following letters, which were re
f erred as indicated: 
FORTY-FIFTH MEETING OF AMERICAN INSTRUC

TORS OF THE DEAF 

A letter from the President of Gallaudet 
College, Washington, D.C., transmitting, pur
suant to law, the proceedings of the 45th 
meeting of the Convention of American In
structors of the Deaf (with an accompany
ing report) . Referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and ref erred as indicated: 
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore (Mr. NELSON) : 
A resolution adopted by the City Council 

of Mayfield Heights, Ohio, opposing further 
Federal taxes on gasoline or fuel oil. Re
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the Common 
Council of the City of Buffalo, N.Y., calling 
for the removal of the Squaw Island Foot
path. Ordered to lie on the table. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, the following 
favorable reports of nominations were 
submitted: 

By Mr. Wll,LIAMS, from the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare: 

Nancy Hanks, of New York, to be Chair
man of the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 

Subject to the nominee's commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and testify 
before any duly constituted committee of 
the Senate. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Armed Services; I 
report favorably the nomination of Maj. 
Gen. Richard Ray Taylor, U.S. Army, to 
be major general in the Medical Corps 
and Lt. Gen. Carroll H. Dunn, U.S. Army, 
to be placed on the retired list in the 
grade of lieutenant general; for the NavY, 
Rear Adm. Joseph P. Moorer for promo
tion to vice admiral, and Vice Adm. Harry 
L. Harty, Jr., U.S. Navy for appointment 
to the grade of vice admiral, when re
tired; in the Air Force that Lieutenant 
General Martin, Lieutenant General 
Smith, Lieutenant General Russell, 
Lieutenant General Philpott, General 
Momyer, Gen. Seth McKee and Gen
eral Wade be placed on the retired 
list in these respective grades and 
also in the Air Force that Major Gen
eral DeLuca be promoted to lieutenant 
general, Major General Hudson to be 
lieutenant general, Maj. Gen. George 
McKee to lieutenant general, Major Gen
eral Moates to become lieutenant gen
eral, Major General Allen to be lieuten
ant general, Major General Johnson to 
become lieutenant general, Major Gen
eral Murphy to be lieutenant general, 
Lieutenant General Ellis to be general, 
Lieutenant General Dixon to be general 
and that Major General Roberts to be
come lieutenant general and Lieutenant 
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General O'Keef e to be general. I ask that 
these names be placed on the Executive 
Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. In addition, Mr. 
President, there are 4,232 nominations 
in the Army, Marine Corps, Air Force 
and Air Force Reserve for promotion in 
the grade of colonel and below. Since 
these names have already appeared in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and to save 
the expense of printing on the Executive 
Calendar, I ask unanimous consent that 
they be ordered to lie on the secretary's 
desk for the information of any Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretar!•'s desk were printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on September 5 
and September 12, 1973.) 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, without reservation: 

Executive J. 93rd Congress, 1st session, 
Agreement with Canada for Promotion of · 
Safety on the Great Lakes by Means of 
Radio, 1973 (Exec. Rept. No. 93-17); 

Executive G. 93rd Congress, 1st session, 
Convention for the Protection of Producers 
of Phonograms (Exec. Rept. No. 93-18); 

Executive M, 93rd Congress, 1st session; 
Executive S. 93rd Congress, 1st session; and 
Executive K, 93rd Congress, 1st session. Ex
tradition Treaties with Italy, Paraguay, and 
Uruguay (executive Rept. No. 93-19). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

. -
- The following bills and joint resolu-

tions were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the sec
ond time, and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
CRANSTON, and Mr. MONDALE): 

S. 2485. A bill to establish an Independent 
Commodity Exchange Commission. Referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. 

By Mr. TALMADGE (for himself and 
Mr.NUNN): 

S. 2486. A bill to provide that the project 
referred to as the Trotters Shoals Dam and 
Lake on the Savannah River, Georgia and 
South Carolina, shall hereafter be known 
and designated as the "Richard B. Russell 
Dam and Lake." Referred to the Commit
tee on Public Works. 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and 
Mr. FANNIN) (by request): 

S. 2487. A bill to provide for the addi
tion of certain eastern national forest lands 
to the National Wilderness Preservation Sys
tem, to amend section 3(b) of the Wilderness 
Act, and for other purposes. Referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and 
Mr. PERCY); 

S. 2488. A bill to amend title VII of the 
Older Americans Act of 1965 relating to the 
nutrition program for the elderly to provide 
authorization of appropriations, and for other 
purposes. Referred to the Committ ee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. CHURCH: 
S . 2489. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to prevent the imposition, 
under pa.rt B thereof, of more than one de
ductible with respect to expenses incurred for 
the purchase of any particular piece of dur
able medical equipment. Referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for himself and 
Mr.TOWER): 

S. 2490. A bill to assist States .and local gov
ernments to improve their capabilities for 
meeting goals related to community develop
ment, adequate housing, public facilities and 
services, and other government.al concerns. 
Referred to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. TALMADGE (by request) : 
S. 2491. A bill to repeal the provisions of 

the Agriculture and Consumer Protection 
Act of 1973 which provide for payments to 
farmers in the event of crop failures with 
respect to crops planted in lieu of wheat or 
feed gr.a.ins. Referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. RANDOLPH (for himself, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. BAYH, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. 
BIBLE, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. ROBERT C. 
BYRD, Mr. CANNON, Mr. CHILES, Mr. 
COOK, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. CURTIS, 
Mr. DOLE, Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. EAGLE
TON, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. FULBRIGHT, 
Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. HUD
DLESTON, Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. JACKSON, 
Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. 
McCLURE, Mr. McGEE, Mr. MONTOYA, 
Mr. Moss. Mr. HUGH SCOTT, Mr. 
SPARKMAN, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. STEN
NIS, Mr. TOWER, and Mr. TuNNEY) : 

S.J. Res. 158. A joint resolution to set aside 
regulations of the Environmental Protection 
Agency under section 206 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended. 
Referred to the Committ ee on Public Works. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HUMPHREY _(for himself, 
Mr. CRANSTON, and Mr. MON
DALE): 

S. 2485. A bill to establish an Inde
pendent Commodity Exchange Commis
sion. Referred to the Committee on Agri- . 
culture and Forestry. 
COMMODITY FUTURES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1973 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, today 
t have introduced legislation which will 
strengthen and improve commodity fu
tures trading in our Nation, and its 
regulation. I am convinced that we must 
move expeditiously to improve the regu
lation of our commodity marketing sys
tem in order to protect our farmers, con
sumers, and commodities dealers from 
self-interested market manipulation by 
private traders. There is an obvious need 
not only to improve and strengthen the 
regulation of commodities now subject 
to regulation on the futures market, but 
also to extend such regulation to all 
trading, in all futures, on all markets. 

The bill I have introduced today will 
remove the commodity exchange author
ity from the U.S. Department of Agricul
ture and establish it as an independent 
agency and bring all trading in futures 
contracts under Government regulation. 

This legislation also provides the new 
CEA with injunctive powers to stop or 
prevent violations of the law or regula
tions before they occur or cause major 
market disruptions. The same need ap
plies in stopping any trader, or small 
group of traders, from gaining sufficient 
control over futures contracts to restrain 
trading. The need for such powers are 
extremely important when one realizes 
that buyers are able to purchase futures 
contracts on the multibillion dollar com
modities market with only the smallest 

of cash margin requirements; much 
smaller margin requirements than exist 
on the stock market, I might add. 

The new agency must also be provided 
with more adequate levels of manpower 
and better facilities to carry out its func
tions and responsibilities. Current man
P-Ower levels are woefully inadequate. 
With roughly 160 employees, the CEA 
has been responsible for the regulation 
of a market which generated a trading 
volume of more than $250 billion in the 
fiscal year ending last June 30, and this 
volume is growing. For comparative pur
poses, it is interesting to note that the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
which regulates the stock market, had 
over 1,500 people to carry out its respon
sibilities with the stock market, which 
had a trading volume of slightly less than 
$~00 billion during the past fiscal year. 
More manpower is essential if effective 
regulation of these markets is to be 
properly enforced in the future. 

I believe that we must also tighten up 
on the qualifications and checks on 
qualifications of individuals handling 
commodity accounts-

Mandate the strengthening and im
provement of the self-regulatory aspects 
of futures trading activities by the com
modity exchanges; 

Provide for :financial penalties in reg
ulatory administrative proceedings taken 
against violators of trading laws or regu
lations; 
. Examine floor trader practices, margin 

rules, hedging, option- trading, and other 
trading practices; and 
· Examine ·consolidation of some of the 

clearing houses now serving 'exchanges. 
There is no question that futures trad

ing is an important and worthwhile 
mechanism in the economics of our 
marketplace. However, because of the 
impact on the well being of American 
farmers and consumers of the prices 
arrived at on this market, I believe that 
its operation must be diligently moni
tored in the interest of all the people. The 
wild and often bewildering price fluctua
tions on these markets, particularly dur
ing the last year, have convinced me that 
the time for a detailed review of this en
tire system has arrived. 
- In recent weeks, I have been in con

tact with a number of experts in this 
business, both in and out of Govern
ment and including commodity trading 
specialists and regulatory specialists. I 
am convinced that Congress must act 
now to modernize the system and the 
laws and regulations relating to it. 

I am hopeful that the bill I have in
troduced today will serve as a major 
stimulus for this effort to improve our 
commodity trading markets. In the 
weeks ahead I will be working to add 
improvements to this legislation. 

I intend to urge an early and thorough 
examination of my proposal, and all of 
the related issues, by our Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a very important series of 
articles from the Washington Star
News, by John Fialk.a, entitled "The 
Food Speculator," be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
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were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as fallows: 
[From the Washington-Star News, Sept. 23, 

1973] 
THE FOOD SPECULATORS 

( By John Fialka) 
MrrCHELLVILLE, IOWA.-This is the year 

that George Redman, 33, learned the hard 
way that corn on paper is worth far more 
than real corn loaded on a. truck. 

The lesson was pa.rt of an experience that 
cost him over $60,000 and took him on an 
eerie voyage into the complex, nether world 
of commodity speculation. 

But Redman is not alone now when he 
calls the buying and selling of contracts for 
future delivery of a farm commodity a ''paper 
game." 

A considerable number of his fellow farm
ers and the merchants who buy and sell real, 
cash commodities are becoming convinced 
that this year the theory and the realities of 
setting food prices have begun to go hay
wire. 

It was no snake oil salesman who came 
into this prosperous (pop. 1,341) central 
Iowa farm town this spring and parted Red
man and his money. 

No, Redman admits, he brought that on 
himself. As a farmer, a man who has fed 
corn and soybeans to his cattle for over 12 
years, Redman developed a strong notion this 
spring that the prices he was hearing on the 
afternoon radio reports were unrealistically 
high. 

The voice of the Chicago Board of Trade, 
the Nation's largest commodity exchange, is 
heard here over radios in tractor cabs, in 
cattle sales barns and other places where 
farmers work in the early afternoon, shortly 
after the trading day closes in Chicago. 

Of late, the news has been unbelievable. In 
early June the radio said that the price of 
soybeans had gone to $12.90 a bushel, roughly 
six times what it costs the farmer to grow it. 

In late July, Iowans heard a.bout $3 (per 
bushel) corn, an unheard of price in a State 
where farmers have traditionally piled sur
plus corn to molder in thousands of metal 
storage bins and have even burned it during 
the winter because it was cheaper than coal. 

These were the prices from the Chicago 
Board of Trade, an institution which de
scribes itself as a national "thermometer" for 
future prices. These were the prices that the 
traders, men who broker orders for all the 
commercial a.nd speculative interests who 
deal in futures contracts, had arrived at. 

Redman was no stranger to the notion, 
common among Iowa farmers (see accom
panying article) that futures contracts are 
really a "paper game" played by doctors, 
chiropractors and other well-heeled city folks 
who do not really know crops. 

Nevertheless, some time this spring he de
cided to join in. As he remembers it, the no
tion came to him while talking with another 
farmer in a cattle barn. The fields this year 
were going to be chock full of soybeans, they 
decided, and a man could make some real 
money by speculating that the price was too 
high. 

Sometime in April Redman drove to the 
R. 0. Dickinson Co. brokerage firm in nearby 
Des Moines. 

When Redman walked in the door he was 
joining a groWing tide of people who specu
late in food. They traded a record of $268.3 
billion in futures contracts in fiscal 1973 
ending last June 30 for such items as soy
beans, pork bellies (uncured bacon) and live 
cattle. That is more than the $195.1 billion 
total of stocks traded during the same 
period and far more than the $75.5 billion 
worth which the U.S. Agriculture Dept. 
places on the entire 1973 harvest of crops 
and livestock. 

"Speculation in commodity futures is fre
quently confused with gambling," notes a 

brochure distributed by the Chicago Board 
of Trade. The brochure points out that, un
like gambling, speculation serves a number 
of useful purposes in agriculture. 

Among other things, commodity specula
tion pools money to provide an orderly mar
ket for commodities on a year-around basis. 
Soybeans, for instance, are traded for deliv
ery in September, November, January, 
March, May, July and August. 

The process, the brochure points out, 
evolved shortly before the Civil War to pre
vent enormous price :fluctuations caused by 
the market glut during harvest and severe 
scarcity during the spring and summer. 
There, rooted in Chicago, grew a "central 
market for buyers and sellers of the new 
wealth of the prairie." 

As Redman remembers it, his commodity 
broker, Bill Knight agreed with him about 
the soybeans. "He said 'damn, these beans 
are higher than hell.' They were around 
$5.52 a bushel then." 

In commodities, it is as easy to make 
money when the market ls going down as it 
is when the market ls going up. In either 
case, the process is likely ma.king a bet on 
the worth of a future shipment of grain to 
Chicago. 

For example, in January a speculator de
cides that the price being traded then for 
July corn futures is going to go higher. He 
orders his broker to "buy a contract," which 
amounts to a commitment to receive 5,000 
bushels of corn in Chicago in July at the 
current, January price level, say $1.00 a. 
bushel. This is called "going long." 

If the price of July corn futures goes up 
to, say, $1.50 a bushel by June, the specula
tor nullifies his commitment by selling his 
contra.ct to somebody else a.nd pockets the 
difference, which amounts to 50 cents a 
bushel, or a $2,500 profit. 

If the same speculator had decided in 
January that the price of July corn was 
going to drop, he would have ordered his 
broker to sell a con tract, or to make an 
agreement to deliver 5,000 bushels of corn 
to Chicago in July. This is called "going 
short." 

Then, if the price of July corn dropped 
to, say, 50 cents a bushel by June, the spec
ulator nullifies his obligation by ordering 
his broker to buy a contract at the going 
rate. Again, he pockets the difference, 50 
cents a bushel, or a $2,500 profit. In either 
case the speculator, like the overwhelming 
majority of all speculators, has not dealt 
with actual corn, he's been trading in con
tracts. 

Redman decided to go short on one soy
bean contract. He gave Knight the re
quired margin, roughly 10 percent of the 
value, or $2,500. Then he sat back and 
waited, certain of his theory that soy
beans, which had been traded for $2.50 a 
bushel for years, were going to drop. 

This was to be the year, however, when 
theories often failed to work, as Redman 
discovered during a call to his broker later 
in the week. 

"I said what's t hese beans doin ' ?" He 
said "--- ---" they don't look too good 
They're goin' up!" 

Redman soon found himself riding up on 
the great, unbeUevable soybean surge of 
1973. Only he had bet they would go down. 

By the end of May, the price for soy
beans to be delivered in September had 
gone to $6.50 a bushel at the Chicago Board 
of Trade. The price appeared to be going 
straight up. 

Redman went back to his broker. "So I 
told him, I says what the hell are we going 
to do?-He said that about the only way 
we're going to get back in this ball game ls 
to double up." 

Redman said his broker then suggested 
that he go short on two more September 
soybean contracts. That way when the price 

of soybeans fell, Redman would recoup his 
los.ses faster. 

Redman put down $5,000 margin for the 
two additional contracts. About that time 
the Ohicago Board of Trade decided to raise 
the margin requirements in an attempt to 
cool the speculative fervor that had grown • 
around soybeans. Redman had to put down 
$6,000 more on each of his three contracts. 

And soybeans continued to go up every 
day. For awhile, the Board of Trade had 
ruled that the price could only jump by 20 
cents a day. Then, the board decided to 
raise the limit to 40 cents. For six or seven 
days in a row soybeans contracts shot up the 
limit. 

"I was getting pretty damn worried," re
oa.lls Redman. 

Other people in Iowa, those who deal in 
the real, cash version of the commodities 
being speculated about in Chicago, had begun 
to worry too. 

While the sharp surge in prices was a 
bonanza for some speculators and misery 
for others, it was beginning to cause chaos 
in a farm economy that had been a,ccus
tomed to dealing with price :fluctuations of 
a few pennies. 

The usefulness of commodity speculation 
had begun to disintegrate in two ways: 
something was wrong with its price-predict
ing mechanism, and its protection against 
sudden price shifts was weakening. 

The first of a long line of middlemen 
between the farmer and the people who 
push baskets in supermarkets is the coun
try elevator operator. 

If the elevator operator pays a higher price 
for such a basic commodity as corn and soy
beans, the price increase is magnified and 
multiplied through the entire food chain 
until it confronts the consumer in, literally, 
thousands of places in the supermarket: in 
prepared foods, in cooking oil, in a myriad of 
meat and poultry products from animals 
whose feed comes from corn and soybeans. 

How does the elevator know what price 
to set? He normally looks to the traders in 
Chicago for that information. 

The theory, again from a brochure com
posed by the Chicago Board of Trade, ls that 
the "cash basis at the country location is 
below the nearest futures price by the cost 
of freight to Chicago.'' 

In other words, if a farmer had carefully 
saved his 1972 crop of soybeans and hauled 
them to a country elevator in late May, in 
theory he would have been offered around 
$12 a bushel (less freight) because that was 
where the traders in Chicago were pegging 
July soybeans. 

In fact, however, he would have found 
that many Iowa elevator operators were not 
buying soybeans. 

Argie Hall is director for the Farmers 
Grain Dealers Association of Iowa, a co
operative that represents 330 local elevators. 
Hall probably buys and sells more corn and 
soybeans than anyone in the state. 

When July soybean futures were rocketing 
up to $12.90 a bushel in Chicago, Hall found 
that soybean processors dropped out of the 
m arket. He had no offers to buy soybeans. 

For about two weeks, the cooperative's 
elevators were instructeJ not to buy soy
beans because there was no market. 

"That's hard to explain to a farmer," said 
Hall. "The price goes up to $12 and he goes 
in to sell and the elevator operator says no
body will buy them. This will occur again and 
again if we get runaway markets." 

The risk-protecting function of commodi
ty speculation also had begun to turn on 
the Iowa grain merchandisers. Traditionally, 
Hall and other grain buyers and processors 
who found themselves temporarily in cus
tody of large at1ounts of grain had been able 
to avoid the risk of price :fluctuations through 
a practice called "hedging." 

In theory, the grain merchants would use 
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the process Redman used. They would sell 
futures contracts covering the amount of 
soybeans they had on hand. Then, if the 
price of soybeans went down they would 
lose money on their stores of soybeans, but 
the loss would be offset by gains in futures 
speculation. 

The hedge also works the other way. If 
the price of soybean futures rose, they would 
lose money on their futures speculation but 
would gain on the price of the real product, 
which would reflect the futures price in
crease. 

Thus, in either case, the elevator operator 
or the grain processor relied heavily on com
modity exchanges to shield them from price 
fluctuations. 

This year, according to Hall, hedging 
turned into a "nightmare" during the fran
tic trading in Chicago. 

There were days when the market hit the 
trading limit so fast that merchants could 
not get out of their hedges. 

Hall and some of his member elevators 
were getting margin calls running in to the 
millions in June. Country banks were run
ning out of lending money. Thus, even on 
some days when there were buyers for soy
beans, Hall had his money tied up in hedges 
and couldn't afford to buy any. 

Yet the farmers had heard the siren call 
of big money. Around Mitchellville, viewed 
from the air, farmyards appear to be smaller 
this year, and the orderly rows of crops seem 
to be squeezing the roads. 

For George Redman, however, the more 
pressing reality was now in Chicago. He de
cided to unload his three soybean contracts 
and accept his losses. He ordered his broker 
to buy three contracts for September soy
beans. The going price, then around $9.40 
a bushel, meant he would lose about $56,000. 

He decided that he had to find some way 
to recover his loss. In early July, he began 
to watch the Chicago Board of Trade prices 
for July corn. It was running around $2.29 a 
bushel, a price which Redman, who had 
handled corn for over a dozen years in his 
cattle feed_ing operation, decided was ''higher 
than hell." 

Again, he drove in to R. G. Dickinson's 
brokerage house in Des Moines and told his 
broker Bill Knight to "go short." This time 
it was two contracts for July corn ( 10,000 
bushels). He put up $13,000 in margin. 

When the price of corn dropped Redman 
planned to buy two corn contracts and re
coup some of his soybean losses. 

But corn didn't drop. Phenomenal things 
began to happen to the price of corn, shoot
ing it up the trading limit every day. Again, 
George Redman was a worried man. 

The impact of the heavy trading in corn 
futures, again also had an adverse impa-ct 
on the marketing system for real corn in 
Iowa. According to Hall, the Grain Dealers 
Association increasingly found itself stuck 
in its hedges. 

If a corn buyer wanted a cash price for 
bis corn, Hall said he would have to add on 
15 cents a bushel to cover the risk of not 
being able to compensate for the sale by re
moving a hedge at the same time. 

"Now that cost is direct inflation,'' he ex
plains, "it passes right on to the consumer.'' 

In addition, the cooperative found buyers 
losing interest and margin calls were eating 
away at available cash. It dropped the price 
it had been offering farmers, finally using 
December futures as a pricing guide because 
it was not gyrating as wildly as July. 

According to the accepted theory of specu
lating in commodities, pure speculators drop 
out of the market before the final delivery 
month, leaving the market place to commer-
cial interests who really want to deliver or 
receive corn. 

In the final month, the futures contract 
is said to "mature." All the forces in the 
market place have had their impact. The 

-futures price becomes the real price for corn. 
"It is," as one trader put it, "a process of 
homing in on the truth.'' 

The "truth" f.or George Redman, when he 
walked into R. G. Dickinson's brokerage firm 
on July 20, came as a considerable shock. 
· He remembers coming in and seeing all the 
other brokers standing around Bill Knight 
talking in hushed voices. 

"I said what's up, Bill? He said 'They've 
taken the limits off of corn.' I said what do 
you mean? He said 'It's an open ball field.' " 

For weeks, the Chicago Board of Trade had 
imposed a 10 cent a day trading limit on corn 
futures. When the price rose a dime, trading 
stopped. The limit, however, was being re
moved on the final trading day. 

Redman remembers Knight asking him if 
he wanted to get out, that is whether he 
wanted to buy two corn contracts at the 
day's opening price, about $2.88 a bushel, 
and take his loss. 

Redman resisted. '.'I says I don't want to 
get out. He says 'you have to get out.' I says 
I'm not gonna get out.'' 

So they both sat down to watch the num
bers move across the board on the wall of 
the brokerage firm. 

"We were looking at that corn and it was 
$2.88 or so, just laying there for about two 
hours. Then the damn corn went to $2.97, 
then $3.00, then $3.02, $3.05, and $3 .52,'' 
remembers Redman. 

"I said that's a mistake. We'll see a can
cellation." 

But there was no cancellation. 
The group sitting in front of the board at 

R. G. Dickinson's brokerage house was 
watching an historical moment. Corn fu
tures were at a new, all-time high, selling at 
a price that had never been reached, even 
in the years of drought, blight and war. 

In fact, corn was selling at a higher price 
than wheat futures. That, too, had never 
happened. 

At that point, the broker, Knight, his man
ager, Oliver Eckles, and the head of the bro
kerage firm, R. G. Dickinson himself, were 
all yelling at Redman to "Get Out!" 

What bothered Dickinson was that if Red
man didn't get out, he would be obligated 
to deliver real corn to Chicago-an event that 
had not happened in all the 14 years R. G. 
Dickinson had been handling commodities. 

But Redman did not get out. July corn 
went to $3.60, then $3.70 and $3.80 and $3.90, 
finally dropping to $3.80 when the trading 
ended. 

"There was my broker standing there say
ing what in the hell am I going to do," re
calls Redman. "I told him I know, my mind's 
made up. I am going to ship the corn." 

Redman refused an offer to buy a ware
house receipt for corn then stored in Chicago 
at $3 .80 a bushel, a move suggested by Eckles 
that would have released him from his con
tracts and given him a loss of about $16,000. 

At that moment the two worlds of corn, 
the frenzied trading for "paper" corn in Chi
cago and the negative impact it was having 
on cash corn prices in Iowa, fused in Red
man's mind. 

He knew that, up the street from his house, 
the co-op elevator in Mitchellville was sell
ing corn for $2.32 a bushel. Redman made ar
rangement for some trucks and asked R. G. 
Dickinson where he should deliver it. 

Dickinson, a tall, dapper man in his late 
40's, has a slightly different version of Red
man's dealings in commodities. He was .first 
reluctant to speak to a reporter, but later 
consented, choosing his words carefully. 

He insists that selling first the bean con
tracts and then the July corn was all Red
ma.n's idea.. At one point in the interview 
he called Bill Knight into his office. 

Knight insisted he did not encourage Red
man to "double up,'' and then began grop
ing for words to explain how Redman went 
from the beans into the corn. 

"Look:" he said, finally, "this guy lost a 
ton of money.'' 

"Wait a minute. Don't say another word,'' 
said Dickinson. "What is a ton of money. 
To a guy who makes 3 or 4 million dollars, 
$60,000 is not a ton of money." 

Knight started to say that Redman did 
not make that much when Dickinson again 
cut him of: "O.K. We have your answer. 
That's all we wanted to know.'' 

Then Eckles, Dickinson's commodity man
ager, began to explain why it was that all 
three of them tried so hard to get Redman 
to buy out the last day. 

"That's right. We tried to get him to get 
out," he said, adding, "The horses were com
ing down to the wire, the game was almost 
over." 

"Please don't use that language," inter
jected Dickinson, wincing. "Let us say that 
the allowable time had almost elapsed." 

Finding a place for Redman to deliver his 
corn to was a major problem for Dickinson. 
"For 13 years in this business I've never had 
anybody deliver the goods. It just isn't 
done," he explained. 

"We told him not to do it. We said you're 
up against the pros,'' Dickinson added, tick
ing off the problems he warned Redman that 
he would have to face. There was a shortage 
of box cars. The warehouses were all owned 
by major grain companies who were busy 
collecting and shipping their own corn. Red
man's corn might be rejected in Chicago for 
being the wrong type, or having too much 
moisture, or something. 

Nevertheless, Redman persisted. He sent 
a certified letter to Dickinson, demanding 
to know where his 10,000 bushels of corn 
should be delivered. 

After spending "two or three days" on the 
phone, Dickinson sent Redman a letter with 
the names of three companies: Cargill, Con
tinental Grain Co. and Indiana Grain Co. 

Then Redman spent some time on the 
phone. He figured that if the price of corn 
had hit $3.90 in Chicago, companies there 
must be ravenous for corn. 
- The first three companies all refused de
livery. One said its elevators were full, an
other said it did not accept corn in trucks. 
Redman found the names of three other 
delivery points sanctioned by the Board of 
Trade. None of them wanted his corn either. 
In fact, he discovered that the cash price for 
corn in Chicago was $2.68 on July 20, not the 
$3.80 price the traders had arrived at in the 
corn pit at the Chicago Board of Trade. 

"That's when I started getting a little 
shaky," recalls Redman. 

Finally, however, he found a man in Mem
phis who was vice president of a company in 
Chicago that would take the corn. He was 
Dean Campbell, vice president of Dixie-Port
land Mllling Co. 

It took 13 truckloads to get all of George 
Redman's corn to Chicago. Redman and his 
brother-in-law, Don Berkey, had it tested 
over and over again to make sure it was the 
right kind. Dixie-Portland accepted it. Red
man had cut his losses by about $11,000. 

Several grain dealers have privately ac
knowledged that what Redman was caught 
in is called a "market squeeze." When spec
ulators who hold "long" contracts, c~lling 
for delivery, know that there are. shorts like 
Redman who haven't gotten out and know 
that delivery to Chicago is extremely diffi
cult, they stay in the market until the very 
last day forcing the shorts to · pay an ex
tremely high price to get out. 

As far as Campbell was concerned, his 
company didn't need the corn either. "In 
our own elevators, we don't have a ·whole 
hell of a. lot of space, but we were physically 
capable of doing it. I figured here was a guy 
who was trapped and couldn't get out." 

"There appeared to be a squeeze on in 
corn. I don't know why it was. The specu
lator or whoever puti. a squeeze on has his 
right to his profits." 
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Reminded that such squeezes a.re a vio

lation of federal law, Campbell said that 
they sometimes happen anyway. 

"We're all 21 years old. We should know 
what the hell's going on. If we don't, we 
shouldn't be here." 

Because losers don't often talk about their 
problems, it is difficult to tell how many 
others have wound up in George Redman's 
shoes attempting to play the "paper game" 
he found himself entwined in. 

Redman knows one. A dentist from Omaha 
has called him wanting to know how to 
deliver corn. 

Camp bell knows another. After his name 
was mentioned in a brief newspaper account 
of Redman's dilemma, Campbell received a. 
call from a. banker in Denver wanting to 
deliver wheat. 

"GAMBLERS" NEVER SEE THE CROP 
WINTERSET, IowA.-This year, for the first 

time he can remember, the neighbors of 
Jack Jackson, 48, have received telephone 
calls from speculators in Chicago. They want 
to know how the corn is doing. 

Jackson resents the whole business. He 
believes the market this year has gone 
"crazy," magnifying way out of proportion 
the problems he has in raising corn on his 
spread of 500 acres. 

According to both commodity brokers and 
farmers in central Iowa, one of the world's 
most productive areas for corn and soybeans, 
Jackson's attitude about commodity specu
lation is fairly typical, "Few farmers specu
late in commodities," said one broker, 
"they've always been plain suspicious." 

"If it was dry and you started getting 
rains," explains Jackson, "why then the mar
ket would go way up and if it was raining 
too much and it looked like we wouldn't get 
our crops in, bang, it would go way down. 
They wouldn't have these wild fluctuations if 
it (trading) was run by people who were ac
tually handling the product." 

"It's just a matter of gambling," Jackson 
added. "There's a lot of people in there who 
are in there just for the sake of gambling. It's 
sort of a horse race type thing. Maybe they 
feel that they're doing agriculture a service, 
but from where I sit, they're not." 

For Jackson, the problem is fairly simple. 
His soybeans go up to astronomical levels, 
but so do his costs of operation. "I just paid 
$14,000 for a · tractor that cost $7,000 in 1967. 

"I mean these laboring class of people are 
our best customers. When it gets so expen
sive that they can't afford it, why they've 
gotta. have more money coming in. If they 
work on my tractor, then up goes the price 
of my tractor. I think this will just increase 
the spiral of inflation." 

One of Jackson's neighbors is Kenneth L. 
Spera, who farms about 900 acres. Last fall he 
was among the estimated 90 percent of Iowa 
farmers who sold their soybeans at between 
$3 and $4 a bushel, before the bonanza 
started. 

Spera, who has been farming for 45 years, 
figures that $5 a bushel is about all the 
higher soybeans should go. "I feel sorry for 
the poor devil who has to buy it on the other 
end." 

"Sure, I realize there's a demand both 
American and foreign, but the speculator has 
entered into the picture. Since the first day 
of January, beans have been a. little over $3, 
up to about $12, back down to below $5 and 
today they're up to $10. 

"That is utterly ridiculous. The demand 
has not ca.used that, the speculator has 
caused that in my opinion. The guy who goes 
in and lays down a. few cents a bushel and 
buys thousands of bushels of beans . . . he's 
strictly a. gambler. He doesn't know soybeans 
from buckshot. 

"He controls the product that I worked 
like a. dog to produce. He's a gambler, a. spec
ulator. He doesn't even see it and he makes 
all the money." 

For Spera., like Jackson, it bolls down to .a. 
problem of simple arithmetic; "There's just 
as many bushels today as there were yes
terday or will be tomorrow. There shouldn't 
be a 40 cents a. bushel fluctuation in price 
every day. Those a.re your gamblers." 

THE FOOD SPECULATORS: },b:K.ING A BUNDLE 
IN BEAN TRADE 

(By John Fla.lka.) 
CHICAGO.-Between la.st August and this 

June, Tom B. Sanders says he has made a. 
million dollars in soybeans. 

Sanders does not farm soybeans, nor does 
he process them. He spends all day stand
ing with a.bout 150 other men inside an 
eight-sided enclosure with seven tiers of 
steps descending toward its middle where 
no one ever sees any soybeans. 

This is the soybean pit at the Chicago 
Board of Trade, the nation's largest com
modity exchange. It is the center of the 
nation's price-setting mechanism for such 
basic agricultural products as corn, wheat 
and soybeans. 

Working in the soybean pit as a floor 
broker, Sanders, 31, a former accountant for 
an automobile dealership in Bethesda, Md., 
has learned to read meaning from the sight 
of grown men jumping up and down, wav
ing their arms; from the sound of a chorus 
of hoarse male voices shouting things like 
"Gimmie ten may at five!"; and from the 
sensation of being literally run down by 
other brokers scrambling to deal with the 
right buyer or seller. 

To an outsider it is frenzy, a maelstrom of 
meaninglessness, to Sanders it is excitement, 
big money; to the farmer and consumer, this 
is the process that tells us, ultimately, how 
much we will pay or get for our foodstuffs. 

The Chicago Board of Trade defines itself 
in its promotional literature as a "free mar
ket where the forces that influence price 
are brought together in open auction." 

"Regard exchanges as you would a ther
mometer," the literature states. "A ther
mometer does not influence the temperature, 
it simply records it." 

There is some trouble with the thermom
eter concept this year, some of it is brew
ing in the very heart of the thermometer. 

First, the Department of Agriculture's 
Commodity Exchange Authority, which is 
supposed to regulate the trading of contracts 
for future delivery of an agricultural com
modity, is investigating hyper-active trad
ing at the Board of Trade this summer that 
culminated in two sensational prices: $3.80 a 
bushel for corn and $11.87 a bushel for soy 
beans, both in July futures contracts. 

The pattern of trade in the soybeans, for 
instance, looks like the fever chart of some
one dying of malaria. The price went from 
$5.25 a. bushel in early April to an unprece
dented $12.90 in May. Then in a. series of 
record trading days the price gyrated wildly, 
going up and down over an 80-cent range. 
It dropped to $6.30 before a phenomenal clos
ing rally carried up almost to the $12.00 
mark. 

According to the House Small Business 
Committee, which has been investigating 
the trading, substantial portions of futures 
contracts calling for delivery of July soy
beans were held in a few hands. At one 
point in June, one trading company owned 
35 percent of the July soybean futures. At 
another point in July, four trading inter
ests controlled over 90 percent of the mar
ket between them. 

The theory is that futures prices are 
supposed to serve as a. national predictive 
indicator for cash prices. Usually, in the 
final month of trading of a futures con
tract, the futures price comes very close to 
cash prices being paid by major commer
cial grain users. 

This July, however, the futures prices 
for both July corn and soybeans assumed a 

life of their own, at times lea.ding the cash 
prices for these commodities by as much 
as $1.50 a. bushel. 

According to Alex Caldwell, the head of 
the CEA, his investigation is operating on 
a theory that the prices may have been 
manipulated by, as yet, unnamed specula
tors. 

The second problem is pa.rt of a pro
tracted debate t.ha.t has gone on within the 
secretive confines of the Board of Trade 
for years: Do exchange rules which permit 
floor brokers almost unlimited opportuni
ties to trade for their own accounts cause 
the "thermometer" to generate some of it s 
own heat? 

According to his own account and those 
of several other traders and officials at the 
Board of Trade, Sanders is but one of doz
ens of young brokers this year who made 
fortunes trading for themslves, or, in the 
jargon of the trading floor, "scalping" in 
soybean futures. 

They are part of a "new breed" taking 
power in an institution that has, for years, 
been dominated by sons and representa
t ives of fainilies and companies in the busi
ness of gathering and processing agricul
tural commodities. 

Their major characteristics is that that 
many of them have little or no background 
in agriculture. 

Men have haggled over grain prices in 
Chicago since the early 1800's when farm
ers brought their grain in from the prairies 
over plank roads and dumped it in piles be
side Lake Michigan for shipment to world 
m arkets. 

The Board of Trade evolved as a 
mechanism to set fair and orderly prices 
for the grain. Traders used to be experts 
who poured the grain samples on shiny 
black tables and bargained over its merits. 

But times have changed. Although the 
board still operates a. small cash exchange, 
most of the grain sampling tables are now 
used to support banks of shiny black tele
phones connected to brokerage houses. 

Now people are sending money to Chica.
go in unprecedented quantities to specu
late on increasingly rapid price fluctua
tions. In fiscal 1973, a. record $268.3 billion 
worth of futures contracts was traded in 
the nation. That is $70 billion more than the 
worth of all stocks traded in the same 
period. 

The Board of Trade controlled about 60 
percent of the business, which continues to 
mushroom. Last year a record $122 billion 
worth of contracts were traded at the Board. 
This year the record was broken in the first 
six months, when traders handled $128 bil
lion worth of futures contracts. 

Officially, the Board of Trade exults in 
its new image. "Today what you have," as
serts Sue Winer, its press spokesman, "is a 
change in the image of the futures market 
. .. it is a better educated, younger, very 
aggressive group of men who find the chal
lenge of markets exciting. 

Thus, Tom B. Sanders and his counterparts 
can now spend a lifetime trading in soybeans 
without knowing much about them. Their 
skill is in judging floor activity. 

Nine years ago, Sanders left his account
ing job, which paid $3.50 an hour, to learn 
the ropes of the trading floor. 

He has always worked as a broker in the 
active markets. He began in the silver pit 
when trading in that commodity was new 
a.nd hectic. Then he gravitated to the corn 
pit during the frantic months of the corn 
blight. 

Now he works the soybean pit where, re
cently, the price has gyrated over a range 
of as much as 80 cents a. day. 

As a. representative of a.bout a. dozen 
brokerage houses, he usually holds a "deck," 
or a. wad of buy and sell orders from outside 
clients. During lulls in trading he buys and 
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sells for his own account. He 1S quick to 
point out that he has never violated. the 
boa.rd rule which prohibits a broker from 
favoring his own trades over customer orders. 

How does he know which way soybean 
prices are going to move? 

Sanders begins his trading day by talking 
to as many as a dozen other brokers to "get 
the feel of the market." Once the trading be
gins, he tends to anticipate movements 
through his knowledge of the traders in
volved ("See that gray-ha.Ired man over there, 
entering the pit? He represents a big com
mercial house. He only comes over when he's 
got a big bomb to drop.") 

On an active day, the shouting, handwav
ing, jumping up and down and an occasional 
shoving match can erupt in several quarters 
at once. 

It is that part, the action, which Sanders 
likes best. "I enjoy it, I have to admit. I al
ways wanted to play professional football and 
I'm too small. This is second to that, but still 
a contact sport as far as I'm concerned." 

While he was explaining his feeling about 
trading to a reporter, Sanders sold a contra.ct 
for May soybeans (representing an order for 
future delivery of 5,000 bushels) at $8.06 a 
bushel and bought it back, moments later, 
when the price dropped to $8.04. 

At that moment, he was scalping and had 
made $100 on the transaction. "I don't want 
to give you the illusion I can do that all the 
time," he explained. 

"This market has had such a big range 
lately you've got to think quick or you're 
out of dough," he added, asserting that many 
:(:!.oor traders have also gone broke this year. 
"They're the ones you don't see." 

Trades happen in an instant. A broker, us
ing cryptic phrases and special hand signals, 
makes an offer. Another one will holler 
"Sold!" The two men will scribble notations 
on cards. And the price soon flickers on the 
electronic board on the wall as the latest 
price for May soybeans. 

Because Sanders and his fellow floor 
brokers could be trading for themselves, for 
any of a number of brokerage houses they 
represent, or on behalf of another floor trader 
at any given time, the fa.st-paced trading is 
usually accompanied by an identifying: 
"O.K. in that one I was ••• (mentions the 
name of a brokerage house) , who are you 
gonna be?" 

To the outside investor, the operation of 
the scalper is invisible. The changes in the 
price for soybeans come across the ticker in 
a steady fl.ow, unaccompanied by the volume 
of the trade or by any other indication 
whether the trade was made by commercial 
interests or scalpers. Each trade makes a new 
price. 

Scalpers move in and out of the market 
constantly, buying and selling contracts rep
resenting up to three million bushels of grain 
a day, usually ending the day with a net bal
ance of zero. 

According to a recent CEA study of the 
Board of Trade, scalpers now account for 
as much as 35 to 40 percent of all trades on 
a given day. 

Frederick G. Uhlmann, chairman of the 
Board of Trade, states that between 150 to 
200 of the 800 members who regularly work 
on the trading floor are full-time scalpers. 
They do not handle outside orders, but trade 
only for their own accounts. (See accom
panying story.) 

According to Uhlmann, scalpers provide 
the essential "liquidity" to make a solid com
modity market. Because they are always 
there, trading during the slow periods, they 
react to the needs of the commercial inter
ests. "When the commercials are buying, the 
scalper is selling," he explained. 

Uhlmann's theory, however, has not been 
universally held by officials of the Board of 
Trade. According to a former board official, 
proposals to regulate the operation of scalp
ers have been under preparation for years. 

"'They always seem to get shot down at 
the end of the runway," he added, explain
ing that a majority faction at the Boa.rd, 
dominated by floor brokers, have always 
voted it down. 

The former official, who asked that his 
name be withheld, -believes that the broker
sca.lper is an "inherent conflict of interest. 

"They're nothing but crap shooters out 
there. We should have stopped letting people 
have an opinion in the market for nothing 
years ago, but we never did," he added, 
pointing out that scalpers, because they are 
members of the boa.rd, pay only a. tiny frac
tion of the margin that outside speculators 
put up. 

"I remember one commercial broker who 
always used to raise the pitch of his voice 
when he had a big order on the floor. The 
locals (scalpers) knew that. Knowing that 
was the essence of their business." 

If the commercial broker has a. big buy 
order, the scalpers will try to "walk him 
up" or begin buying at a price higher than 
he is buying to force the market up, he 
explained. A similar, downward movement 
begins with a big sell order. 

Scalpers, he maintains, may have been 
necessary in the early days of trading to 
provide a constant market, available for 
commercial users. "Now with the outside 
speculative business they've got, you could 
do away with the pit and match the buy and 
sell orders on a computer." 

And Harry Fortes, a Chicago attorney who 
worked a.s a commodity broker and scalper 
for over 20 years, recently told a congres
sional committee that the scalper's impact 
was an inflationary one. 

According to Fortes: "You've got the brok
er down there. He's got his deck and he 
knows what his orders are and he knows 
what his friends' orders are so he· knows 
which way the market's going to go." 

Fortes' experience with commodities was 
gained at the Chica.go Mercantile Exchange, 
located three blocks west of the Board of 
Trade. It dominates na.tional futures trading 
in live cattle, pork bellies, eggs and other 
markets which the Boa.rd of Trade is not in
volved in. 

However, Fortes insists the process works 
about the same in both exchanges. Broker
scalpers often use their dual role, he as
serts, to pull off market "squeezes" that force 
other speculators to pay huge prices to get 
out of trading before the time for actual 
delivery of a commodity is called for. 

There are also "accommodation trades" in 
which the broker uses other friendly traders 
as straw parties to, in effect, buy and sell 
from himself at inflated prices, Fortes asserts. 

Soybeans, he has argued, should never have 
risen above $6 a bushel under traditional 
supply and demand factors. "When did you 
ever see a time when the farmer would go 
to bed a.t night and wake up with his crops 
worth $50,000 more?" 

Self regulation, Fortes asserts, is impos
sible. "As long as you're a member of the 
exchange, you've got a. --- good thing 
going and you keep your mouth shut." 

Recently Fortes, 59, quit the Mercantile 
Exchange, where he served as vice chair
man of the board, to take up a law practice 
which specializes in private antitrust suits 
against traders accused of market manipu
lations. 

"As I stood there in the pit for over 20 
years I tried to delude myself that I was 
doing a public service. But I knew I was a. 
damn liar. It was no different than Las 
Vegas," he concluded. 

There are other bits of evidence pointing 
in the same direction. The Securities and 
Exchange Com.mission, which regulates 
stock exchanges, slapped strongly restric
tive regulations on scalpers in 1964 after 15 
separate studies showed, in the words of 
an SEC report, that scalpers "as a group 
a.re usually buyers when the market is ris-

ing and sellers when the market is declin
ing?" 

Scalpers, the report concluded, tended to 
"accentuate price movements," and con
centrated "in the active stocks, where ad
ditional liquidity is least needed." The 
SEC also found that the broker-scalper 
duality amounted to a "conflict of inter
est" that "a.rises between the commission 
broker's duty of fidelity to his customer 
and his opportunity to personally profit from 
his customer's investment decisions-per
haps at the customer's expense." 

In 1965, investigators from the U.S. Gen
eral Accounting Office reported that scalping 
had apparently widened the price range of 
soybean futures. They said that no defini
tive ruling could be made, however, because 
exchanges did not require that cards show
ing the individual trades be marked with 
the time of the trade, thus the chronology of 
trading could not be established. 

Severa.I veteran grain buyers also hold 
the same theory, including Gene F. Cottle, 
who buys soybeans for the A. E. Staley Co., 
a major grain company. He believes that 
some of the up and down gyrations of soy
beans this year were the product of scalping 
activity. 

All of these notions are being strongly 
resisted by the hierarchy a.t the board. Lee 
B. Stern, a broker and member of the Board's 
public relations committee, asserts that by 
trading for themselves, brokers become "bet
ter technicians" to fill orders. 

While he admitted that there might be a. 
temptation for brokers to enhance their 
income at the expense of outside orders, 
conflicts of interest seldom occur because 
the brokers police themselves, he added. 

"The integrity of this institution is so 
tremendous that ••. " Stern left his sen
tence dangling in the air for want of a. 
word to show how deeply he feels a.bout the 
subject. 

There are no public records of how many 
cases of conflict of interest come before the 
Boa.rd of Trade's disciplinary committee of 
floor brokers each yea.r or what the commit
tee's actions are. 

According to boa.rd chairman Uhlma.nn, 
that is an internal matter. Uhlma.nn is 
equally convinced that there can be no 
widespread problem posed by the broker
scalper. If a broker traded against his own 
orders, it would probably be reported by 
his fellow brokers, he stated. 

"You'd be a.mazed how brokers and traders 
would know who other brokers are buying 
and selling for. It's in the same manner in 
which poker players tell if each other is 
bluffing or not ... these fellows have keen 
noses down there for what's going on," he 
said. 

He concluded that any move to regulate 
trading by brokers for their own accounts 
would be "strongly resisted." 

Uhlmann believes that all of the price 
gyrations a.re caused by outside influences 
on the market, beginning last summer with 
the massive Russian wheat deal, which, he 
said, started the spurt in soybean prices by 
monopolizing necessary transportation and 
elevator facilities. 

"We want to take the emphasis off the role 
of the speculator and put it where it prop
erly belongs and that is on the world con
ditions that led to the distorted marketing 
patterns that developed," he added. 

Uhlmann resents any comparison be
tween scalping and crap shooting. "Please 
be fair in saying that crap shooting is a dice 
game and speculating is a different game," 
he told a. reporter. 

Because the scalper, he said, works against 
the market, buying when the commer.!ial 
representative is selling and vice-versa he 
helps "take the peaks and valleys" out of 
the price. 

Why then has 1973 been the year of monu
mental peaks and valleys in grain prices, 



September 26, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 31605 
forcing the Board to repeatedly impose trad
ing limits and stiffen margin requirements? 

"We try to be an orderly market, but you 
can be only as orderly as conditions will 
permit you to be," Uhlmann said in an in
terview during which he repeatedly as
serted that floor activity this year has largely 
been mirroring the chaos ca used by the 
shortage of anchovies off Peru and the 
drought in India. 

"Those people who would put the blame 
on the futures market are the same people 
who would 'say' cancel all the insurance 
companies which there's a tornado. 

"Obviously those insurance companies are 
having a hard time keeping their rates down. 
This has been a storm this year and it has 
been monumentally difficult to maintain 
order," Uhlmann added. 

"If we hadn't sold wheat to Russia and 
had it rained in India and had Peru caught 
fish, prices for soybeans woud have been $3 
instead of $10 and you wouldn't be here," 
he told a reporter. 

Because of the drought in India, or for 
whatever other reasons economists may even
tually assign to it, it is raining money in 
Chicago. 

But commodity traders seem to be weath
ering the storm. 

IN THE PIT, A "SCALPER" EARNS HIS 

Eddie Schwartz plays a crucial but dimly 
understood role in the daily drama that un
folds every morning in the soybean pit at 
the Chicago Board of Trade. 

He sees himself as a middleman, stand
ing somewhere in the food chain between 
the farmer and the supermarket patron, as 
he stands there in the pit, hands upraised, 
shouting: 

"Hundred may at five." 
Translated, it means he wants to buy 100 

contracts calling for delivery of soybeans 
next May at $7.95 a bushel, which happens 
to be 2 cents higher than the previous price. 
That amounts to a commitment to buy 500,-
000 bushels of soybeans, or over two train
loads. 

Within seconds a man standing nearby 
shouts, "Sold." Both men scribble little no
tations on cards. Soon the price for May 
soybeans futures is $7.95. 

That is the part of Eddie's work that he 
is proud of. "When that comes across on 
the ticker," he told a reporter, "that is the 
world price for May soybeans.'' 

There are apparently other facets of Ed
die's jolb that he is less proud of. The main 
condition of a recent interview was that his 
real name (which is not Schwartz) could 
not be used. 

Thtl most interesting part of Eddie's job 
is that he is a full-time scalper, one of about 
150 who own seats on the Chicago Board of 
Trade. 

He does not represent anyone in the grain 
business. He does not broker orders from 
outside speculators. Eddie works for him
self. 

When the price of May soybeans went up 
2 cents, to $7.97, he quickly sold his hundred 
contracts. The 2-cent difference means he 
will pocket almost $10,000. 

Recently during the hectic, record trading 
in the soybean pit Eddie asserts he has 
bought and sold the limit imposed on him 
by board rules, 3 million bushels of soybeans 
in the first half hour of trading. He sells 
what he buys, rarely keeping any contracts 
overnight. 

How does Eddie know if soybeans are going 
up? Does he study world crop reports? Does 
he know about the failing anchovy catch 
off Peru and other factors of world protein 
demand? 

Eddie smiles benevolently at the question. 
"The average guy out on the floor 1s a 
gambler. Its just like poker or craps. Ninety 
percent of floor traders (scalpers) a.re Just 
crap shooters.'' 

If you're out there long enough, you have 
a feel for the action, but you don't always 
know. All I'm thinking about when I'm out 
there is buy it at half a cent up and sell 
it at three fourths .... That's all I think 
a/bout." 

"What I am is like an underwriter. I'm 
saying give me a quarter of a cent," he added, 
explaining that up until this year, scalpers 
have traditionally worked on tiny, fractional 
price changes. This year, because of erratic 
spurts in soybean prices, the game is riskier 
because the price sometimes gyrates over an 
80-cent range. 

He sees himself as a "stabilizing factor," 
a risk taker who helps-if only for a mo
ment--provide the speculative money needed 
to help commercial food processors hedge 
against price changes. 

"In many respects I will fade them (com
mercial interests). I am a fader anyway," 
said Schwartz, using gamblers' slang for tak
ing the opposite side of a bet. When com
mercial interests are selling futures, he as
serts, he is usually buying. 

Eddie, 43, a well-known trader on the floor, 
was once in the commercial grain business. 
He became a floor broker about 10 years ago 
and found himself placing sophisticated 
"spread" orders for outside speculators. 

Spreading, also known as arbitrage, is a 
kind of a bet on the relative price difference 
between two different markets, say between 
May soybeans and December soybeans. "I 
did that for about two months and I found 
I could fill the spreads so much better for 
myself that I thought this is what I want 
to do." 

"I like to trade on the floor. I tend to be 
very competitive and it fulfills a real need 
for me. I can't go out and play football any
more, like I used to, but this is like being 
Johnny Unitas. It's a combination of physi
cal and mental at the same time." 

"People who worry about the cash grain 
.business make poor speculators," Eddie as
serts. Many of the older, more experienced 
scalpers lost "fortunes" this year because 
they believed that soybeans could never go 
over $6 a bushel, he said. 

"Those younger guys who bought when 
they went over $6 bought with their eyes 
closed, but they turned out to be right." "It's 
been weird out there this year." 

Schwartz regards floor brokers, men who 
handle orders for other people, as "mechan
ics" and believes they should not be allowed 
to scalp at the same time because of a pos
sible conflict of interest. 

"Of course when I say that," he added, 
"you could say it is self-serving because I 
would get more of the action." 

He also is aware that farmers and other 
people in agriculture often take a dim view 
of speculators. That's because they don't 
appreciate the risks he is taking for them, 
he adds. 

"What does a farmer risk? All he has to 
worry about is the weather." 

Finally, he is also familiar with a ruling 
adopted by the Securities and Exchange 
Commission that has all but ended the role 
of the full-time scalper on the floors of major 
stock exchanges. 

The ruling came after several SEC studies 
concluded that floor scalpers held an unfair 
advantage over outside speculators and that 
their activities tended to "accentuate price 
movements" in the most active stocks. 

"That ruling," Schwartz concluded, "is 
why the stock market is dead. 

-JOHN F'IALKA. 

[From the Washington Star-News, 
Sept. 25, 1973) 

PRICING "POLICEMEN" FOUND LOOKING THE 

OTHER WAY 

(By John Flalka) 
The huge speculative waves that have 

swept across the nation's food pricing sys-

tern have caused heavy damage to a govern
ment-regulated mechanism that is sup
posed to protect the food business and the 
public from the vagaries of price fluctuation. 

According to dozens of farmers, elevator 
operators and others in the business of rais
ing and handling foodstuffs, the damage is 
likely to appear in the form of still higher 
prices to compensate them for greater busi
ness risks. 

There is mounting evidence that some of 
the damage has occurred because the "po
liceman," the Department of Agriculture's 
Commodity Exchange Authority (CEA), 
which is supposed to regulate commodity 
exchanges, has a. long-standing tradition of 
looking the other way. 

This summer the policeman has been fol
lowing tracks in all directions. It has 
launched an investigation into possible ma
nipulation in trading of both July corn and 
soybean futures, trading which produced 
headline-grabbing record prices of near $12-
a-bushel soybeans and $3.80-a.-bushel corn. 

"Something's wrong there," CEA's direc
tor, Alex C. Caldwell, told a reporter. Be
cause the futures price gyrations often out 
distanced cash prices there is a possibilit y of 
someone having a "squeeze" or a kind of 
corner on the markets, said Caldwell. 

Caldwell also thought there was some
t hing wrong with price activity in anot her 
favorite of commodity speculators--pork 
bellies or frozen uncured bacon. The CEA 
asked the Chicago Mercantile Exchange to 
stop trading in July and August pork bellies. 
The exchange complied. 

There was also something apparently 
wrong with August and September soybeans 
at the Chicago Board of Trade. The CEA 
asked the board to stop new speculation in 
those months. 

Meanwhile the exchanges themselves have 
had to wrestle with extremely volat ile prices 
by raising margin requirements and con
stantly adjusting trading limits. 

All of this, the price volatility, the ap
parent manipulation, the frantic attempts 
to keep the mechanism under control, have 
caused a kind of erosion of faith in the sys
tem by people who have used it for years. 

For yea.rs, the nation's futures markets 
have served as a kind of insurance compan y 
for the food business. 

The speculator, the man who buys a con
tra.ct for the future delivery of a commodity 
makes a. kind of bet that the price will in
crease. He has had his counterpart in the 
"hedger," the farmer, the elevator opera.tor 
or the food processor who must keep stores 
of grain of other foodstuffs on hand as pa.rt 
of his business. 

The hedger sells contracts for future de
livery of whatever he has on hand in a kind 
of bet that the price will go down. If it 
does, he will lose money on his grain, but 
make money on his futures transaction, 
thus he "hedges" himself against loss from 
price fluctuation. 

In theory, the speculator takes the risk 
and the hedger buys peace of mind. Not so 
this spring. 

Mike Graves, who operates three small 
elevators near Estherville, Iowa., was one of 
the lucky ones; he saw the waves coming. 

Because of a chronic boxcar shortage in 
northwest Iowa, Graves had hedged tons of 
grain he could not move. As the first early 
surges of prices hit, he began getting repeated 
margin calls from his commodity broker. 
Finally, he noticed he had borrowed $1.2 
million. 

That was about four times more money 
than he'd ever owed in his life. He did not 
sleep nights. 

Finally he sold all of his hedges, taking a 
small loss. "I said, boy let's get out of this 
thing or it will kill us," Graves recalls. "The 
interest was ea.ting us up." 

Graves is not sure what he wlll do !or pro-
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tection this year. If he can't get the farmers 
to store their grain until boxcars material
ize, he feels he will have to take an "awfully 
big" profit margin to assume the risk him
self. 

Some were not so lucky. According to Argie 
Hall, principal grain trader for the Farmers 
Grain Dealers Association of Iowa, the "run
away markets" created an "impossible hedg
ing atmosphere" in which hundreds of small 
elevator operators were forced to put up 
enormous margins or were "trapped" in 
hedges that they could not remove before the 
hectic trading drove prices up to the daily 
limits. 

L. c. "Clell" Carpenter, vice president of a 
Missouri farmers association, recently told a 
congressional committee that the "excessive 
paper trading" in soybeans contributed to 
the killing of pregnant sows and smothering 
baby chicks by farmers who watched the 
price of soybeans-the principal ingredient 
of the animals' feed-rocket from $7 .00 to 
$12.90 a bushel. 

The gyrating prices also damaged another 
traditional use of commodity futures prices, 
that of a basic demand indicator. 

According to George Lawrence, vice presi
dent of Penick & Ford Co., a major Iowa corn 
processor, trading in the last months of 
futures contracts this year "have gone crazy" 
making them a poor guide for merchants. 

••Take September corn for example," he 
added, "that's a marbles game." 

And there are signs that even speculators 
are losing faith in the system. The Chicago 
Board of Trade, which had a booming year 
in almost every other category, recently an
nounced that speculators in soybeans drop
ped by about 8 percent over last year. 

Dick Collins, manager of H. S. Kipnis Co., 
Washington's oldest commodity brokerage 
firm, said he has been advising his customers 
1n recent months to "stay out of the market." 

The main reason for the move was for his 
own protection in the face of bouncing prices. 
"What do you do if a guy suddenly gets in 
debt to you for $100,000. Jesus, how do you 
collect it?" 

On one occasion, Collins said, a Klpnis 
broker was physically unable to nudge his 
way into the soybean meal pit at the Chicago 
Board of Trade to carry out a customer order 
because of the jam of traders in the pit. 

"I've advised my brokers to get equities 
from new customers and put them in treas
ury bonds. The time will come when this 
whole damn thing corrects itself," said 
comns. 

"Meanwhile you just don't go to Las Vegas 
and stand there and blow your money. We 
plan to be around for a while," he added. 

The Commodity Exchange Authority was 
created by Congress in 1986 to "provid~ a 
measure of control over those forms of specu
lative activity which too often demoralize 
the markets to the injury of producers and 
consumers and the exchanges themselves." 

Recently investigators from Agriculture's 
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) who 
performed an internal audit on the CEA and 
its dealings with commodity exchanges 
dredged up a small mountain of evidence 
that the agency has not been doing its job. 

The study, a copy of which has been made 
public by a House Appropriations subcom
mittee, concluded that the CEA "did not 
make adequate analysis, inquiries and con
clusions" on trading "where there "Vere 
strong indications of price artificiality or 
manipulation." 

In examining records at the nation's major 
commodity exchanges, the OIG investigators 
found "evidence of direct and indirect 
bucketing of consumers orders, accommoda
tion trading, excessive trading betw.aen 
brokers . . . and matching customer orders." 

(Bucketing is the filling of a custom.er 
order to buy or sell a futures contract at an 
inflat ed price without bidding for the con
tract on the trading floor . An accommoda-

tion trade is a non-competitive transaction 
between two or more conspiring floor 
brokers at an inflationary price. 

(Matching a customer order is done by a 
broker who places a similar order for his own 
personal account before executing his cus
tomer order. If the market moves during the 
transactions, it is the broker who gets the 
cheaper price.) 

(All the above practices are illegal.) 
"We found transactions," the invest.I.ga

tors added, "where the same broker was on 
both sides of a trade and where trading be
tween combinations of brokers (was carried 
on) to such an extent to indicate that such 
trading was prearranged." 

One case of manipulation unearthed by 
the OIG happened in November 1969, under 
the very nose of a CEA investigator uho 
later wrote that trading in November 
potatoes at the New York Mercantile Ex
change ended "in an orderly fashion." 

According to the OIG, one contract for 
delivery of a carload of November potatoes 
was sold and resold 35 times on the final 
trading day by a team of three brokers at 
ever increasing prices. 

On occasions when the CEA has caught 
brokers performing all manner of market 
manipulations, the repurt notes, the penal
ties imposed have amounted to little more 
than a slap on the wrist. For instance, in a 
trade practice investigation in 1969 at the 
Chica.go Mercantile Exchange: 

"Violations included matching customer 
orders, taking the opposite side, trading non
competitively, making fictitious trades, en
tering into prearranged transactions, making 
false entries on trading cards and causing 
false records to be made." 

In February 1971, the CEA rounded up 22 
members of the exchange and made them 
sign statements promising that, in the fu
ture, they would comply with trading rules. 

The classic case of non-punishment, how
ever, involves Cargill Inc., one of the na
tion's largest grain trading companies, which 
was found guilty of manipulating the wheat 
futures market in 1963. The CEA took 7¥2 
years to mull over the case before handing 
down its decision. 

Although the agency has the power to ban 
a company from trading, it decided to put 
Cargill's top officers on ?robation instead. 
Later, one of Cargll's traders admitted to a 
House subcommittee that he could not 
remember whether he was still on probation 
or not. 

The OIG investigators fou~'ld that one rea
son CEA has difficulty making cases is that 
many of its reports "were filed incorrectly 
or not filed at all." 

"Large traders are not policed for trading 
in excess of (maximum) limits if they do not 
report or are not required to report." 

Ancl the OIG discovered that no one in the 
eastern or central regions of the CEA could 
recall "any instance where administrative 
action was taken to invoke the penalties" for 
failing to file required reports. One large 
trader was discovered to ht ,ve systematicaU.:, 
filed erroneous reports since 1948. 

"CEA investigators," their report added, 
"had little investigative background" and 
were "poorly trained." During a recent re
organization of th~ agency, it noted, most of 
the knowledgeable field investigators wound 
up in Washington. 

Although CEA staff sometimes referred 
complaints to the disciplinary committees 
of the Chicago Board of Trade and other 
major exchanges, the OIG found little evi
dence that the Board of Trade and the other 
exchanges did much in the way of self
regulation. 

Our audit disclosed that the CEA cannot 
rely to any great extent on exchanges carry
ing out their responsibilities of maintaining 
adequate surveillance over the trading ac
tivities of floor brokers," the investigators 
stated. 

Finally, the OIG noted that the CEA was 
not making studies that would show whether 
"scalpers" or floor traders trading for their 
own accounts were a cause of viola tile price 
movement. 

"This has been due primarily to the lack 
of a staff able to understand the intricate 
mechanism of the marketplace," the study 
asserts. 

Despite the damning conclusions of the 
OIG report and evidence of the recent chaos 
of the marketplace, Caldwell and other Agri
culture officials appear to remain convinced 
that floor trading activity does not tend to 
influence prices and that traders can still do 
much of the job of policing themselves. 

For instance, Caldwell has a "test study" 
made by his staff on potato futures trading 
in 1968 at the New York Mercantile Exchange 
which concluded that scalpers "restricted" 
price movements. 

"That shows you really don't need a big 
study on that," said Caldwell, who has re
cently focused his staff's efforts on more 
random, smaller market investigations. 

"I don't think that should be top priority," 
said Caldwell's boss, Clayton Yeutter, assist
ant secretary of Agriculture, referring to the 
possibility of a thorough study of the opera
tion of scalpers. 

"We have bigger :fish to fry than that,'' 
Yeutter added. Among the "big fish," he 
added, are proposed legislative changes 
which he said he could not disclose, a com
puterized remedy to CEA's report filing prob
lems, and a major effort to persuade commod
ity traders that they should do a better job 
of collecting data and investigating them
selves. 

"We ought to make sure that the ex
changes regulate more vigorously," said 
Yeutter, who said that he has "jawboned" 
traders at every opportunity in recent weeks. 

Yeutter also hinted that there might be a 
"small" increase in CEA's staff. (The CEA 
has 160 employes to regulate a business that 
generated a trading volume of $268.3 billion 
in the 1973 fiscal year ending June 30. The 
Securities and Exchange Commission, which 
regulates the stock market, had 1,656 people 
to monitor a trading volume of a little over 
$195 million during the same period.) 

According to both yeutter and Caldwell, 
much reliance will be placed on a new com
puter system that will be trained to collect 
data and decipher floor activity. 

The computer effort began in 1971, when 
Caldwell, who has traditionally been wary 
about asking Congress for more staff, cut 
20 staff positions to help pay for a computer. 

CEA staffers pumped much of the data 
from the million reports they receive each 
year from traders into the machine and 
asked it to pinpoint suspicious trading pat
terns. The computer kicked out numerous 
trades, most of which, upon further inves
tigation, turned out to be legitimate. 

"The computer," Caldwell later explained 
to a House Appropriations subcommittee, 
"broke down on step 2. It could not tell us 
which particular trades really needed inves
tigation. So it was really of no help to us at 
all." 

Still, Caldwell felt there was a future in 
using the computer to track manipulators. 
He searched among the "handful" of agri
cultural economists in the world who un
derstand commodity trading for a man who 
knew floor trading activity and could harness 
a computer to track it. 

He found the man at the University of 
Hawaii and gave him a grant to develop 
the system. Midway through his efforts, 
however, the expert died. 

"He apparently didn't tell any of his as
sociates much of what he was doing,'' 
Yeutter said. "Much of what we•ve seen is 
not going to be usable." 

While the CEA struggles to :find another 
way to use its new computer, :world events 
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have provided some additional pressure for 
accurate trading data. 
· Investigators from the Senate Government 
Operations Committee who were combing 
CEA records found that major trading com
panies understated their reports of futures 
trading during the 1972 Russian wheat deal 
by millions of bushels. 

They also found that it would be virtually 
impossible to see whether there was manip
ulation at the Kansas City Boa.rd of Trade 
during the Russian deal because there was 
no requirement that trader's buy and sell 
orders be timed, thus no way to tell the 
order in which trades were ma.de. 

Then there ls the problem with foreign
ers. Caldwell told the Senate committee that 
he could not be certain whether the Rus
sians were or were not in the futures mar
ket at the time of the trade. 

And Caldwell refuses to comment on per
sistent rumors that pa.rt of the reason for 
gyrations in recent soybean trading was be
cause Japan and certain Common Market 
countries were using the futures market to 
hedge later orders for soybeans. 

Despite the turmoil, the CEA has strong 
defenders. Most of them are in the group 
of futures traders that the agency ls sup
posed to be regulating. 

"Boy are they tough on us," asserts Lee 
B. Stern, a broker and head of the public 
relations committee of the Chicago Boa.rd of 
Trade. "If we miss a report or something, 
they a.re on the phone the morning after." 

Among the merchants who a.re principally 
engaged in trading the real, ca.sh agricultural 
products, however, the CEA's support ap
pears to be dwindling. 

"I have yet to meet one of those guys," 
said one Chicago grain buyer, referring to 
CEA employes, "who really knew much a.bout 
the grain business." 

Last week executives of Cargill, Inc., told 
a House subcommittee that they felt the 
CEA should be removed from the Department 
of Agriculture, given a larger more expert 
staff, and set up as an independent agency 
similar to the SEC. 

Their recommendation and others similar 
to it may fall on deaf ea.rs in Congress, how
ever. According to sources close to the Howie 
Agriculture Committee, William R. Poage, 
D-Tex., the committee's chairman, has been 
reluctant to get involved in an investigation 
of futures trading because of the complexity 
of the subject. 

He is also, they asserted, opposed to the 
removal of the CEA from the Department of 
Agriculture because, as one source put it, 
"that would take it away from his jurisdic
tion. He regards it as part of his turf." 

If there ls a good sign emanating from the 
growing controversy over the CEA, it may be 
that it has generated some new ideas for 
reform within Agriculture. Caldwell accepts 
some, others he rejects out of hand. 

For instance, he believes that the CEA 
should have injunctive powers to stop ap
parent manipulation on the spot. He also 
thinks that futures contracts should be 
changed to include more places for delivery 
outside Chicago. This would make it harder 
for speculators to operate during the final, 
delivery month of a futures contract. 

Could the CEA require exchanges to keep 
track of the exact times that floor trades 
are made, thus permitting a true study of 
trading patterns? 

Caldwell doesn't think so. "We've thought 
of that, but it would slow down trading," 
he said. 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself 
and Mr. FANNIN) (by request) : 

S. 2487. A bill to provide for the addi
tion of certain eastern national forest 
lands to the National Wilderness Pres
ervation System, to amend section 3(b) 

of the Wilderness Act, and for other 
purposes. Referred t.o the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, by re
quest, I send to the desk on behalf of 
myself and the Senat.or from Arizona 
(Mr. FANNIN) a bill to provide for the 
addition of certain eastern national 
forest lands to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System, to amend section 
3 (b) of the Wilderness Act, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. President, this draft legislation 
was submitted and recommended by the 
Department of Agriculture, ana. I ask 
unanimous consent that the executive 
communication accompanying the pro
posal from the Secretary of Agriculture 
be printed at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered t.o be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.C., September 17, 1973. 
Hon. SPmo T. AGNEW, 
President of the Senate. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On February 21, 1973, 
we transmitted to the Congress a draft bill 
"To provide for the addition of certain east
ern national forest lands to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System, to amend 
section 3 (b) of the Wilderness Act, and for 
other purposes." The proposal has been em
bodied in s. 938. 

In our letter of transmittal we indicated 
that the Forest Service was in the process 
of studying approximately one-fourth of the 
areas designated for review in the draft bill, 
and that we expected to be able within the 
near future to make specific recommenda
tions as to their suitability for inclusion in 
the Wilderness System. 

Interagency review of the areas we have 
studied has now been completed. Our re
views have been somewhat general, and have 
not been conducted with the same depth and 
intensity as have the studies of National 
Forest Primitive Areas which we have rec
ommended for inclusion in the Wilderness 
System. Specifically we have not undertaken 
comprehensive mineral surveys, or formal 
public hearings as prescribed by section 3 (d) 
of the Wilderness Act. 

Congress has expressed strong interest in 
giving early consideration to the establish
ment of wilderness areas in the East. Our 
studies to date on sixteen specific areas 
strongly indicate that the mineral, timber, 
and other uses and values that would be 
foregone would have relatively little social
economic impact. Although formal hearings 
were not held on the sixteen areas, other 
means of public involvement, including in
formal hearings, were utilized. We also rec
ognize that establishment of sixteen wil
derness areas in the East would parallel the 
enactment of the Wilderness Act of 1964, 
which immediately established a number of 
wilderness areas primarily in the West. 

We therefore would not object to designa
tion as wilderness of sixteen of the fifty
three study areas listed in S. 938. These six
teen areas are listed in an attachment to 
this letter and are specifically described in 
the enclosed wilderness reports for the in
dividual areas. 

Also enclosed is a revised draft "Eastern 
Wilderness Amendments of 1973" to pro
vide for immediate designation of the sixteen 
proposed wilderness areas. The draft also 
contains a minor, technical revision of sec
tion 4(c) of our earlier draft. We recommend 
this revised draft be enacted in lieu of our 
earlier proposal. 

In accordance with the provisions of sub
section 102(2) (c) of the National Environ-

mental Polley Act (83 Stat. 853), environ
mental statements have been prepared and 
are also enclosed. 

A similar letter is being sent to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that there ls no objection to the sub
mission of this report and that enactment 
of this proposed legislation would be in ac
cord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
J. PHIL CAMPBELL, 

Under Secretary. 

PROPOSED WILDERNESS AREAS 

1. Sipsey Wilderness, Bankhead National 
Forest, Alabama, 9,400 acres. 

2. Caney Creek Wilderness, Ouachita Na
tional Forest, Arkansas, 10,200 acres. 

3. Cohutta Wilderness, Chattahoochee and 
Cherokee National Forest, Georgia and Ten
nessee, 34,500 acres. 

4. Beaver Creek Wilderness, Daniel Boone 
National Forest, Kentucky, 5,500 acres. 

5. Big Island Lakes Wilderness, Hiawatha 
National Forest, Michigan, 6,600 acres. 

6. Hercules Wilderness, Mark Twain Na
tional Forest, Missouri, 16,600 acres. 

7. Whites Creek (Irish) Wilderness, Mark 
Twain National Forest, Missouri, 19,100 acres. 

8. Southern Presidential-Dry River Wil
derness, White Mountain National Forest, 
New Hampshire, 23,100 acres. 

9. Ellicott's Rock Wilderness, Sumter Na
tional Forest, South Carolina, 3,600 acres. 

10. Gee Creek Wilderness, Cherokee Na
tional Forest, Tennessee, 1,100 acres. 

11. Bristol Cliff's Wilderness, Green Moun
tain National Forest, Vermont, 6,500 acres. 

12. Lye Brook Wilderness, Green Mountain 
National Forest, Vermont, 14,300 acres. 

13. James River Face Wilderness, Jefferson 
National Forest, Virginia, 8,800 acres. 

14. Laurel Fork Wilderness, George Wash
ington and Monongahela National Forest, 
Virginia and West Virginia, 8,300 acres. 

15. Dolly Sods Wilderness, Monongahela 
National Forest, West Virginia, 10,200 acres. 

16. Rainbow Lakes Wilderness, Chequa
megon National Forest, Wisconsin, 6,600 
acres. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself 
and Mr. PERCY): 

S. 2488. A bill to amend title VII of 
the Older Americans Act of 1965 re
lating to the nutrition program for the 
elderly to provide authorization of ap
propriations, and for other purposes. Re
f erred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today a 3-year extension of 
Public Law 92-258, the nutrition pro
gram for the elderly. 

I am pleased that the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) who 
has been a strong supporter of this leg
islation in the past, has joined me as a 
chief cosponsor of the measure. In the 
House of Representatives, Congressman 
CLAUDE PEPPER who was chief House 
sponsor of the original bill, has intro
duced identical legislation. Congressman 
JOHN BRADEMAS, chairman of the House 
Education and Labor Subcommittee on 
the Aging, who also was a leader in the 
fight for adoption of this measure, 
has joined as a cosponsor. 

The bill authorizes an additional $150 
million for fiscal year 1975, $175 million 
for fiscal year 1976 and $200 million for 
fiscal year 1977. 

The continued need for this program, 
which has as a goal the provision of hot 
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meals daily to low-income isolated el
derly, is evident in a number of ways. 

First, the reaction of the States to this 
program has been uniformly enthusi
astic. To a certain degree, the title VII 
has stimulated expansion of all social 
services as State plans incorporate a 
comprehensive range of services that 
complement the nutrition program. All 
but two of the States have filed State 
plans for statewide delivery of these pro
grams. 

Second, the impact of inflation on the 
budgets of elderly persons has made the 
hot meal program a virtual necessity for 
vast numbers of elderly Americans. 
Hopefully, this program will be expanded 
through State action to meet additional 
numbers of elderly persons each year. 
Today, nearly 4 million elderly are re
ceiving incomes of below the poverty 
line and their meager incomes are cut 
even further by the worst inflation that 
we have seen in this country since the 
end of World War II. The least that the 
Federal Government can do is try and 
provide some benefit to as many persons 
in need as possible. 

Third, the continued support for this 
program from groups representing el
derly Americans makes its extension es
sential. I have received supporting mes
sages from the National Council of 
Senior Citizens, from the National Coun
cil on the Aging and from AARP. In each 
case, their support of full appropriations 
for fiscal year 1974 and the extension of 
this program represent a strong endorse
ment of the measure. 

Finally, we continue to receive docu
mentation of the special nutrition needs 
of the elderly. In the past, we had firm 
statements of support from the White 
House Conference on Food, Nutrition and 
Health, and the White House Conference 
on the Aging for a direct Federal respon
sibility to assure adequate nutrition to 
elderly Americans. 

The White House Conference on Nutri
tion final report stated: 

The U.S. Government, having acknowledged 
the right o! every resident to adequate health 
and nutrition, must now a~cept its obligation 
t o provide the opportunity for adequate nu
trition to every aged resident. 

The White House Conference on Aging 
report stated: 

It is recommended that the Federal Gov
ernment allocate the major portion of funds 
for action programs to rehabilitate the mal
nourished aged and to prevent malnutrit ion 
among those approaching old age. 

I ask unanimous consent for these 
statements to appear at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, these 

statements and unanimous private testi
mony in favor of the program produced 
an 89 to O vote by the Senate in favor of 
the original measure on November 30, 
1971. The House passed the measure 354 
to 23 on February 7, 1972 despite the 
original opposition of the administration, 
and it was signed into law on March 22. 

The support for the program is evident 
in the congressional approval of the full 
appropriations for the measure during 

the first year of its program. While the 
funds needed for implementing the pro
gram were delayed by vetoes for 15 
months, it is now being funded at the 
full appropriations level. The House also 
has approved $100 million for fiscal year 
1974 and the Senate hopefully may in
crease even that amount. Because of the 
impact of inflation, I have urged the Sen
ate to raise the fiscal year 1974 funding 
level to $125 million. 

Current estimates of the impact of the 
program by the Administration on Aging 
is that it will provide some 206,000 meals 
per day at the level of $100 million. Ulti
mately, we hope to more than double the 
nmnber of participants in this program 
and expect that as the administrative 
structure is established that we may be 
able to expand its reach even further. 

The nutrition program for the elderly 
was modeled on the enormously success
ful pilot nutrition projects funded in 
1968. They demonstrated not only the 
feasibility of providing hot meals in 
group settings for isolated elderly per
sons but also the meals on wheels con
cept which has been so helpful to elderly 
persons unable to leave their homes be
cause of illness. 

While the bulk of the nutrition for the 
elderly program is designed to bring iso
lated older Americans together in a social 
setting where they can receive nutritious 
meals, programs have the option to pro
vide meals on wheels arrangements 
where necessary. 

I can conceive of no more important 
Federal program of assistance to the 
elderly than the nutrition for the elderly 
program. Elderly c~tizens spend nearly 
30 percent of their income on food and 
1·ising prices have therefore had a 
greater impact on the elderly than on 
any other segment of the population. 

Former Commissioner on Aging John 
B. Martin stated: 

I believe the Nutrition Program for the 
Elderly under the Older Americans Aot is a 
major breakthrough for all older Americans. 

I fully concur in this statement and 
believe that our experience in the next 
several years will demonstrate the bene
ficial impact this program will have on 
the well-being of the Nation's elderly. 
For in addition to providing basic nu
tritional value, the nutrition program for 
the elderly also fosters vital social inter
action and meets the obvious needs of 
the elderly for a sense of participation 
in the community around them. 

Too often, the isolation of the elderly 
has been accompanied by poor nutrition. 
The final result often is illness and early 
and unnecessary institutionalization. 

The nutrition program for the elderly 
works to break that vicious circle. It pro
vides the following benefits: 

First. States guarantee that nutrition 
projects provide at least one hot meal 
per day for participating elderly persons 
within its jurisdiction and guarantee 
that meals contain a minimum of one
third the recommended daily dietary al
lowance for an elderly person. The pro-
gram provides those meals a minimum 
of 5 days a week. 

Second. The project is being carried 
out in sites easily accessible to the ma
jority of elderly residents within the 

community. Schools, senior citizen cen
ters, community centers, churches, and 
other public and nonprofit private set
tings are being used for the program. 

Third. Out-reach and transportation 
services to locate the isolated elderly 
and assure the maximum participation 
of the elderly required. 

Fourth. The sponsor provides a setting 
conducive to the expansion of the nu
tritional program to include informa
tion, recreation, health, and welfare 
counseling and referral services. 

Fifth. In addition, preference for 
staffing positions, full or parttime, will 
be given to persons aged 60 or over. There 
is no reason why the programs run for 
elderly persons cannot be run by elderly 
persons. 

Under this bill, the Federal Govern
ment underwrites the cost of equipment, 
labor, management, supporting services, 
and food under a 90-10 matching for
mula with the States. 

We must not fail to meet the challenge 
of ensuring every elderly American the 
opportunity for adequate nutrition. Pass
age of this measure to extend the nutri
tion program for the elderly for 3 years 
is another vital step in that direction. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of Public Law 92-258 
and supporting material be printed in 
the RECORD at this time. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXHIBIT 1 

{Pttblic Law 92-258, 92d Congress, S. 1163, 
March 22, 1972] 

An iact to amend the Older Americans Act 
of 1965 to provide grants to States for the 

. establishment, maintenance, operation, 
and expansion of low-cost meal projects, 
nutrition training and eduaction projects, 

· opportunity for social contacts, and !or 
other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. Title VII of the Older AmericaM 
Act of 1965 is redesignated as title VIII, and 
sections 701 through 705 of that act are 
respectively redesignated as sections 801 
through 805. 
· SEC. 2. The Older Americans Act of 1965 is 
amended by inserting the following new title 
immediately after title VI thereof: 
"TITLE VII-NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR 

THE ELDERLY 
"FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

"SEC. 701. (a) The Congress finds that the 
research and development nutrition projects 
for the elderly conducted under title IV of 
the Older Americans Act have demonstrated 
the effectiveness of, and the need for, perma
nent nationwide projects to assist in meet
ing the nutritional and social needs of mil
lions of persons aged sixty or older. Many 
elderly persons do not eat adequately be
cause (1) they cannot afford to do so; (2) 
they lack the skills to select and prepare 
nourishing and well-balanced meals; (3) 
they have limited mobility which may im
pair their capacity to shop and cook for 
themselves; and (4) they have feelings of re
jection and loneliness which obliterate the 
incentive necessary to prepare and eat a. meal 
alone. These and other physiological, psycho
logical, social, and economic changes that 
occur with aging result in a pattern of liv
ing, which ca.uses malnutrition and further 
physical and mental deterioration. 

"(b) In addition to the food stamp pro-
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gram, commodity distribution systems and 
old-age income benefits, there is an acute 
need for a national policy which provides 
older Americans, particularly those with low 
incomes, with low cost, nutritionally sound 
meals served in strategically located centers 
such as schools, churches, community cen
ters senior citizen centers, and other public 
or private nonprofit institutions where they 
can obtain other social and rehabilitative 
services. Besides promoting better health 
among the older segment of our population 
through improved nutrition, such a program 
would reduce the isolation of old age, offer
ing older Americans an opportunity to live 
their remaining years in dignity. 

"ADMINISTRATION 

"SEC. 702. (a) In order to effectively carry 
out the purposes of this title, the Secretary 
shall-

.. ( 1) administer the program through the 
Administration on Aging; and 

"(2) consult with the Secretary of Agricul
ture and make full utllization o! the Food 
and Nutrition Service, and other existing 
services of the Department of Agriculture. 

"(b) In carrying out the provisions of this 
title, the Secretary is .authorized to request 
the technical assiStance and cooperation of 
the Department of Labor, the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity, the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development, the Department 
of Transportation, and such other depart
ments and .agencies of the Federal Govern
ment as may be appropriate. 

"(c) The Secretary is authorized to use, 
with their consent, the services, equipment, 
personnel, and facilities of Federal and other 
agencies with or wi,thout reimbursement and 
on a similar basis to cooperate with other 
public and private agencies and instru
mentalities in the use of services, equipment. 
personnel, and facilities. 

"(d) In carrying out the purposes of this 
title, the Secretary is authorized to provide 
consultative services and technical assistance 
to any public or private nonprofit institution 
or organization, agency, or political subdi
vision of .a. State; to provide short-term 
training and technical instruction; and to 
collect, prepare, publish, and disseminate 
special educational or informational mate
rials, including reports of the projects for 
which funds are provided under thiS title. 

.,ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS 

''SEC. 703.(a) (1) From the sums appropri
ated for any fiscal year under section 708, 
each State shall be allotted an amount which 
bears the same ratio to such sum as the 
population aged 60 or over in such State 
bears to the population aged 60 or over in 
all States, except that (A) no State shall be 
allotted less than one-half of 1 per centum 
of the sum appropriated for the fiscal year 
for which the determination is made; and 
(B) Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin 
Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pa
cific Islands shall each be allotted an amount 
equal to one-fourth of 1 per centum of the 
sum appropriated for the fiscal year for which 
the determination is made. For the purpose 
of the exception contained in this paragraph, 
the term 'State' does not include Guam, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

"(2) The number of persons aged sixty or 
over in any State and for all States shall be 
determined by the Secretary on the basis of 
the most satisfactory data available to him. 

"(b) The amount of any State's allotment 
under subsection (a) of any fiscal year which 
the Secretary determines will not be required 
for that year shall be reallotted, from time 
to time and on such dates during such year 
as the Secretary may fix, to other States in 
proportion to the original allotments to such 
States under subsection (a) for that year, but 
with such proportionate a.mount for any of 
such other States being reduced to the ex-

tent it exceeds the sum the Secretary esti
mates such State needs and will be able to 
use for such year; and the total of such re
ductions shall be similarly reallotted among 
the States whose proportionate amounts 
were not so reduced. Such reallotments shall 
be made on the basis of the State plan so 
approved, after taking into consideration the 
population aged sixty or over. Any a.mount 
reallotted to a State under this subsection 
during a year shall be deemed part of its al
lotment under subsection (a) for that year. 

"(c) The allotment of any State under 
subsection (a) for any fiscal year shall be 
available for grants to pay up to 90 per cen
tum of the costs of projects in such State 
described in section 706 and approved by 
such State in accordance with its State plan 
approved under section 705, but only to the 
extent that such costs are both reasonable 
and necessary for the conduct of such pro
jects, as determined by the Secretary I?- ac
cordance with criteria prescribed by him in 
regulations. Such allotment to any State in 
any fiscal year shall be made upon the condi
tion that the Federal allotment will be 
matched during each :fiscal year by 10 per 
centum, or more, as the case may be, from 
funds or in kind resources from non-Federal 
sources. 

"(d) If the Secretary finds that any State 
has failed to qualify under the State plan 
requirements of section 705, the Secretary 
shall withhold the allotment of funds to 
such State referred to in subsection (a). The 
Secretary shall disburse the funds so with
held directly to any public or private non
profit institution or organization, agency, or 
political subdivision of such State submit
ting an approved plan in accordance with the 
provisions of section 705, including the re
quirement that any such payment or pay
ments shall be matched in the proportion 
specified in subsection ( c) for such State, by 
funds or in kind resources from non-Federal 
sources. 

" ( e) The State agency may, upon the re
quest of one or more recipients of a grant or 
contract, purchase agricultural commodities 
and other foods to be provided to such nutri
tion projects assisted under this part. The 
Secretary may require reports from State 
agencies, in such form and detail as he may 
prescribe, concerning requests by recipients 
of grants or contracts for the purchase of 
such agricultural commodities and other 
foods, and action taken thereof. 

"PAYMENT OF GRANTS 

"SEC. 704. Payments pursuant to grants or 
contracts under this title may be made in 
installments, and in advance or by way of 
reimbursement, with necessary adjustments 
on account of overpayments or underpay
ments, as the Secretary may determine. 

"STATE PLANS 

"SEC. 705. (a) Any State which desires to 
receive allotments under this title shall sub
mit to the Secretary for approval a State plan 
for purposes of this title which, in the case 
of a State agency designated pursuant to 
section 303 of this Act, shall be in the form 
of an amendment to the State plan provided 
in section 303. Such plan shall-

" ( 1) establish or designate a single State 
agency as the sole agency for adminiStering 
or supervising the administration of the plan 
a.nd coordinating operations under the plan 
with other agencies providing services to the 
elderly, which agency shall be the agency 
designated pursuant to section 303(a) (1) of 
this Act, unless the Governor of such State 
shall, with the approval of the Secretary, de
signate another agency; 

" ( 2) sets forth such policies a.nd proce
dures as will provide satisfactory assurance 
that allotments paid to the State under the 
provisions of thiS title will be expended-

" (A) to make grants in cash or in kind to 
any public or private nonprofit institution or 
organization, agency, or political subdivisio:q 

of a State (referred to herein as 'recipient of 
a grant or contract')-

"(!) to carry out the program as described 
in section 706. 

"(ii) to provide up to 90 per centum of the 
costs of the purchase and preparation of the 
food; delivery of the meals; and such other 
reasonable expenses as may be incurred in 
providing nutrition services to persons aged 
sixty or over. Recipients of grants or con
tracts may charge participating individuals 
for meals furnished pursuant to guidelines 
establiShed by the Secretary, taking into con
sideration the income ranges of eligible in
dividuals in local communities and other 
sources of income of the recipients of a 
grant or a contract. 

"(iii) to provide up to 90 per centum of 
the costs of such supporting services as may 
be necessary in each instance, such as the 
costs of related social services and, where ap
propriate, the costs of transportation be
tween the project site and the residences of 
eligible individuals who could not participate 
in the project in the absence of such trans
portation, to the extent such costs are not 
met through other Federal, State, or local 
programs. 

"(B) to provide for the proper a.nd effici
ent administration of the State plan at the 
least possible administrative cost, not to ex
ceed an amount equal to 10 per centum of 
the amount allotted to the State unless a. 
greater amount in any fiscal year is approv
ed by the Secretary. In administering the 
State plan, the State a.gency shall-

" ( 1) make reports, in such form and con
taining such information, as the Secretary 
may require to carry out his functions un
der this title, including reports of partici
pation by the groups specified in subsection 
(4) of this section; and keep such records 
and afford such access thereto as the Sec
retary may find necessary to assure the cor
rectness and verification of such reports and 
proper diSbursement of Federal funds under 
this title, and 

"(ii) provide satisfactory assurance that 
such fiscal control and fund accounting pro
cedures will be adopted as may be necessary 
to assure proper disbursement of, and ac
counting for, Federal funds paid under thiS 
title to the State, including any such funds 
paid by the State to the recipient of a grant 
or contract. 

"(3) provide such methods of administra
tion (including methods relating to the es
tablishment and maintenance of personnel 
standards on a merit basis, except that the 
Secretary shall exercise no authority with re
spect to the selection, tenure of office, and 
compensation of any individual employed in 
accordance with such methods) as are neces
sary for the proper and efficient operation of 
the plan. 

"(4) provide that preference shall be given 
ln awarding grants to carry out the purposes 
of thiS title to projects serving primarily low
income individuals and provide assurances 
that, to the extent feasible, grants will be 
awarded to projects operated by and serving 
the needs of minority, Indian, and limited 
English-speaking eligible individuals in pro
portion to their numbers in the State. 

"(b) The Secretary shall approve any State 
plan which he determines meets the require
ments and purposes of this section. 

"(c) Whenever the Secretary, subject to 
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear
ing to such State agency, finds (1) that the 
State plan has been so changed that it no 
longer complies with the provisions of thiS 
title, or (2) that in the administration of 
the plan there is a failure to comply sub
stantially with any such provision or with 
any requirements set forth in the application 
of a recipient of a grant or contract approved 
pursuant to such plan, the Secretary shall 
notify such State agency that further pay
ments will not be made to the State under 
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the provisions of this title ( or in his discre
tion, that further payments to the State will 
be limited to programs or projects under the 
State plan, or portions thereof, not affected 
by the failure, or that the State agency shall 
not make further payments under this part 
to specified local agencies affected by the 
failure) until he is satisfied that there is no 
longer any such failure to comply. Until, he 
is so satisfied, the Secretary shall make no 
further payments to the State under this 
title, or shall limit payments to recipients of 
grants or contracts under, or parts of, the 
State plan not affected by the failure or pay
ments to the State agency under this part 
shall be limited to recipients of grants or 
contracts not affected by the failure , as the 
case may be. 

"(d) (1) If any State is dissatisfied with 
t he Secretary's final action with respect t o 
the approval of its State plan submitted 
under subsection (a), or with respect toter
mination of payments in whole or in part 
under subsection (c), such State may, within 
sixty days after notice of such action, file 
with the United States court of appeals for 
the circuit in which such Stat e is located a 
petition for review of that action. A copy of 
the petition shall be forthwith transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to the Secretary. 
The Secretary thereupon shall file in the 
court the record of the proceeding on which 
he based his action, as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code. 

" ( 2) The findings of fact by the Secret ary 
if supported by substantial evidence, shall 
be conclusive; but the Court for good cause 
sh own, may remand the case to t he Sec
retary to take further evidence, and the Sec
retary may thereupon make new or modified 
findings of fact and may modify his previous 
action, and shall certify to the court the rec
ord of the further proceedings. Such new or 
modified findings of fact shall likewise be 
conclusive if support~d by substantial evi
dence . 

"( 3 ) The court shall h ave jurisdict ion to 
affirm the ac t ion of the Secretary or to set 
it aside, in whole or in part. The Judgment 
of the court shall be subject to review by 
t he Supreme Court of the United States 

-upon certiorari or certificat,ion as provided 
in section 1254 of t i t le 28, United States 
Code. 

" NUTRITION AND OTHER PROGR AM 
REQUmEMENTS 

"SEC. 706. (a) Funds allot ted to any St ate 
during any fiscal year pursuant to section 
703 shall be disbursed by the State agency 
t o recipients of grant s or contracts who 
agree-

" ( 1 ) to est ablish a project (referred to 
herein as a 'nutrition project') which, five 
or m ore days per week, provides at least one 
hot meal per day a.nd any additional meals, 
hot or cold, which the recipient of a grant 
or contract may elect to provide, each of 
which as·sures a minimum of one-third of 
the daily recommended dietary allowances 
as established by the Food and Nutrition 
Board of the National Academy of Science
National Research Council; 

"(2) to provide such nutrition project for 
individuals aged sixty or over who meet t.he 
specifications set forth in clauses (1) , (2), 
(3), or (4) of section 701 (a) and their 
spouses (referred to herein as 'eligible in
dividuals'); 

"(3) to furnish a site for such nutrition 
project in as close proximity to the ma
jority of eligible individual's residences as 
feasible, such as a school or a church, pref
erably within walking distance where pos
sible and, where appropriate, to furnish 
transportation to such site or home-delivered 
meals to eligible individuals who are home
bound; 

"(4) to utilize methods of administrat ion, 
including outreach, which will assure that 
the maximum number of eligible individ-

uals may have an opportunity to participate 
in such nutrition project; 

"(6) to provide special menus, where feas
ible and appropriate, to meet the particular 
dietary needs arising from the health re
quirements, religious requirements or ethnic 
backgrounds of eligible individuals; 

"(6) to provide a setting conducive to ex
panding the nutrition project and to in
clude, as a part of such project, recreational 
activities, informational, health and wel
fare counseling and referral services, where 
such services are not otherwise available; 

"(7) to include such training as may be 
necessary to enable the personnel to carry 
out the provisions of this title; 

"(8) to establish and administer the nutri
tion project with the advice of persons com
petent in the field of service in which the 
nutrition program is being provided, of eld-

. erly persons who will themselves participate 
· in the program and of persons who are 
· knowledgeable with regard to the needs of 
. elderly persons; 

' ' (9) to provide an opportunity to evaluate 
t h e effectiveness, feasibility, and cost of 

· e ach particular type of such project; 
"( 10) to give preference to persons aged 

sixty or over for any staff positions, full- or 
part-time, for which such persons qualify 
and to encourage the voluntary participation 
of other groups, such as college and high 
school students in the operation of the 
project; an d 

" ( 11 ) to comply with such other standards 
as the Secretary may by regulation prescribe 
in order to assure the high quality of the 
nutrition project and its general effectiveness 
in atta ining the objectives of this title. 

" ( b) The Secretary and the Comptroller 
General of the United States or any of their 
duly authorized representatives shall have 
access for the purpose of audit and exami
nation to any books, documents, papers, and 
records that are pertinent to a grant or con
tract received under this title. 

"SURPLUS COMMODITIES 

" SEc. 707. (a) Each recipient of a grant 
or contract shall, insofar as practicable, 
u t ilize in its nutrition project commodities 
designated from time to time by the Secre
tary of Agriculture as being in abundance, 
either nationally or in the local area, or com
modities donated by the Secretary of Agri-

. culture . Commodities purchased under the 
authority of section 32 of the Act of Augst 24, 
1935 (49 Stat. 774), as amended, may be 
donated by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
the recipient of a grant or contract, in 'ac
cordance with the needs as determined by 
the recipient of a grant or contract, for 
utilization in the nutritional program under 
this title. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
authorized to prescribe terms and conditions 
respecting the use of commodities donated 
under section 32, as will maximize the nutri
tional and financial contributions of such 
donated commodities in such public or pri
vate nonprofit institutions or organizations, 
agencies, or political subdivisions of a State. 

" (b) The Secretary of Agriculture may 
utilize the projects authorized under this 
title in carrying out the provisions of clause 
(2) of section 32 of the Act approved Au
gust 24, 1935, as amended ( 49 Stat. 774, 7 
U .S.C. 612c) . 

"APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED 

"SEC. 708. For the purpose of carrying out 
the provisions of this title there a.re hereby 
authorized to be appropriated $100,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and 
$150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1974. In addition, there are hereby 
authorized to be appropriated for such fiscal 
years, as pa.rt of the appropriations for sal
aries and expenses for the Administration on 

- Aging, such sums as Congress may determine 
to be necessary to carry out the provisions of 
this title. Sums appropriated pursuant to 
this section which are not obligated and ex-

pended prior to the beginning of the fiscal 
year succeeding the fiscal year for which such 
funds were appropriated shall remain avail
able for obligation and expenditure during 
such succeeding fiscal year. 

"RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS 

"SEC. 709. No part of the cost of any proj
ect under this title may be treated as income 
or benefits to any eligible individual for the 
purpose of any other program or provision of 
State or Federal law. 

"MISCELLANEOUS 

"SEc. 710. None of the provisions of this 
title shall be construed to prevent a recipi
ent of a. grant or a contract from entering 
into an agreement, subject to the approval of 
the State agency, with a profitmaking orga
nization to carry out the provisions of this 
title and of the appropriate State pla~." 

Approved March 22, 1972. 

THE CURRENT ALLOTMENTS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 92- 258-
ALLOTMENTS UNDER NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR THE 
ELDERLY 

State 

Total_ ________________ _ 

1. Alabama ________________ _ 
2. Alaska __________________ _ 
3. Arizona _-----------------4. Arkansas ________________ _ 
5. California _______________ _ 
6. Colorado ________________ _ 
7. Connecticut__ _____ _______ _ 
8. Delaware ________________ _ 
9. District of Columbia ______ _ 

10. Florida __________________ _ 
11. Georgia _________________ _ 
12. Hawaii_ _________________ _ 
13. Idaho ___________________ _ 
14. Illinois __________________ _ 
15. Indiana _________________ _ 
16. Iowa ____________________ _ 
17. Kansas __________________ _ 
18. Kentucky ________________ _ 
19. Louisiana _______________ _ 
20. Maine __________________ _ 
21. Maryland ________ _: _______ _ 
22. Massachusetts ________ : __ _ 
23. Michigan ________________ _ 
24. Minnesota _______________ _ 
25. Mississippi__ ___________ _ _ 
26. Missouri_ __________ : ____ _ 

-27. Montana ________________ _ 
-28. Nebraska _______________ _ 
29. Nevada _____________ : ___ _ 
30. New Hampshire __________ _ 
31. New Jersey ______________ _ 
32. New Mexico _____________ _ 
33. New York __ _____________ _ 
34. North Carolina ___________ _ 
35. North Dakota ____________ _ 
36. Ohio _______ ________ _____ _ 
37. Oklahoma __ _______ ______ _ 
38. Oregon _____ _____________ _ 
39. Pennsylvania ____________ _ 
40. Rhode Island ____________ _ 
41. South Carolina ___________ _ 
42. South Dakota ____________ _ 
43. Tennessee _______________ _ 
44. Texas ___________________ _ 
45. Utah ____________________ _ 
46. Vermont_ _______________ _ 
47. Virginia _________________ _ 
48. Washington ______________ _ 
49. West Virginia ____________ _ 
50. Wisconsin _______ ________ _ 
51. Wyoming _________ __ _____ _ 
52. American Samoa _________ _ 
53. Guam _____________ ______ _ 
54. Puerto Rico ________ ______ _ 
55. Trust Territory __ ____ _____ _ 
56. Virgin Islands ________ ___ _ _ 

60 plus 
population 

28, 936, 791 

475, 203 
12, 197 

233, 729 
334, 603 

2, 571, 747 
266, 890 
414, 991 
63, 815 

103, 713 
1, 344, 185 

543, 299 
67, 488 
97, 963 

1, 571, 497 
701, 393 
477, 392 
367, 545 
476, 224 
449, 386 
165, 124 
443, 561 
888, 972 

1, 089, 225 
564, 373 
320, 336 
783, 632 
97, 171 

250, 396 
48, 844 

110, 272 
1, 011, 034 

105, 158 
2, 813, 580 

614, 180 
93, 813 

1, 426, 582 
421, 310 
321, 207 

1, 831, 564 
147, 164 
286, 272 
109, 740 
555, 977 

1, 436, 955 
112, 540 

66, 453 
538, 034 
460, 089 
278, 969 
661, 349 
43, 730 
1, 029 
2, 550 

258, 661 
5, 045 
3, 630 

$100,000,000 
appropriated 

$100, 000, 000 

1, 570, 652 
500, 000 
775, 748 

1, 110, 948 
8, 514, 078 

881, 096 
1, 379, 108 

500, 000 
500, 000 

4, 453, 370 
1, 800, 052 

500, 000 
500, 000 

5, 200, 388 
2, 317, 668 
1, 580, 228 
1, 216, 296 
1, 580, 228 
l , 484, 456 

526, 742 
1, 465, 302 
2, 940, 182 
3, 601, 004 
1, 867, 542 
1, 063, 062 
2, 595, 406 

500, 000 
833, 212 
500, 000 
500, 000 

3, 342, 422 
500, 000 

9, 308, 986 
2, 030, 354 

500, 000 
4, 721, 530 
1, 398, 262 
1, 063, 062 
6, 062, 330 

500, 000 
948, 136 
500, 000 

1, 838, 810 
4, 759, 838 

500, 000 
500, 000 

1, 781, 348 
1, 522, 766 

919, 406 
2, 193, 166 

500, 000 
250, 000 
250, 000 
852, 366 
250, 000 
250, 000 

WHITE CONFERENCE ON AGING-RECOMMENDA

TION 
NUTRITION 

Introduction 
We take it for granted that all older Ameri

cans should be provided with the means to 
insure that they too can enjoy life, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness. Adequate nutri
tion is obviously basic to the enjoyment of 
these rights. 

Food is more than a source of essential 
nutrients-it can be an enjoyable interlude 
in an otherwise drab existence. Thus, provi-
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sion should be made to meet the. social · as 
well as the nutritional needs of older people. 
A factor that adds dignity a.nd significance 
to the life of the aged is the feeling that 
they too are useful and important. Assist
ance should be provided to make possible 
preparation of meals for themselves and 
others. Community meals, however, should be 
an alternative. Volunteer groups can be in
volved in such services as transportation, 
shopping, and distribution of hot meals. 
Young people should be encouraged to par
ticipate in these services and to Join the 
elderly in meals. 

All nutrition programs should be supple
mented by appropriate educational measures. 
Older people should be protected from food 
quackery a.nd unfounded nutritional claims. 
Lack of research, evaluation and communica
tion leads to failure of otherwise good pro
grams a.nd to the perpetuation of poor pro
grams. The search for more efficient and bet
ter means of providing for the good nutri
tion, health and happiness of older people 
should be a continuous process. 

All recommendations regarding the nutri
tion of aging Americans should clearly in
clude the elderly in small towns, rural and 
isolated areas, and the elderly in minority 
groups. Special cognizance must be taken 
of the long neglected needs of older Indians 
and other non-English speaking groups. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that the Federal Gov

ernment allocate the major portion of funds 
for action programs to rehabilitate the mal
nourished aged and to prevent malnutrition 
among those approaching old age. However, 
adequate funds should be allocated for a 
major effort in research on the influence of 
nutrition on the aging process and diseases 
during old age in order to give meaning and 
impact to the action programs. Appropriate 
research findings must be made available to 
all action programs. 

Since approximately one-half to one-third 
of the health problems of the elderly are 
believed to be related to nutrition, we recom
mend that pilot programs be set up for the 
eV'alu.ation of the nutritional status of the 
elderly. 

2. The Federal Government should estab
lish and more strictly enforce high stand
ards with specific regulations for the food 
and nutrition services provided by institu
tions and home care agencies that receive 
any direct or indirect Federal funds, require 
a high level of performance from State Gov
ernment enforcement agencies, and when 
necessary, provide financial assistance to 
bring non-profit organizations up to stand
ard. These standards should include such 
important areas as quality and nutritive 
value of food; methods of handling, prepar
ing and serving foods; the special dietary 
needs of individuals; and the availability 
of and .accessibility to nutritional counsel
ing. 

It is recommended that nutrition services 
and nutrition counseling be a required com
ponent of all health delivery systems, includ
ing such plans as Medicare, Medicaid, health 
maintenance organizations, home health 
services, extended ca.re fadlities, and pre
vention programs. 

3. Government resources allocated to nu
trition should be concentrated on providing 
food assistance to those in need. However, a 
significant portion of these resources should 
be designated for nutrition education of all 
consumers, especially the aged, and to the 
education by qualified nutritionists of those 
who serve the consumer including teachers in 
elementary and secondary schools, doctors, 
dentists, nurses, a.nd other health workers. 
This can be accomplished immediately by in
creasing personnel and funds in existing 
agencies and institutions. 

4. Federal Government policy must offer 

the older person a variety of options for 
meals, but should stress the favorable psy
chological values and the economies inherent 
in group feeding. The policy should require 
all Federally assisted housing developments 
to include services or to insure that services 
are available for the feeding of elderly resi
dents and for elderly persons to whom the de
velopment is accessible. Where a meal is pro
vided, it should meet at lea.st % of the nu
trient needs of the individual. The policy 
should also require the provision of facili
ties (including transportation) for food plll'
chase and meal preparation within each 
household of the development. In addition, 
Federal policy should encourage and sup
port community agencies to provide facili
ties and services for food purchase, meal 
preparation and home delivered meals (often 
called Meals-on-Wheels) for eligible persons 
living outside housing developments or in 
isolated areas. 

6. It is recommended that the Federal 
Government assume the responsibility for 
making adequate nutrition available to all 
elderly persons of the U.S. and its possessions. 

Minimum adequate income (at least $3,000 
per single person and $4,600 per couple) 
must be available to all elderly. Until money 
payments are increased above this minimum 
level existing food programs should be 
strengthened, including nutrition educa
tion, to meet the needs of the elderly. There
fore, it is recommended that: 

(a) In addition too store purchases of 
food, food stamps be used for the purchase of 
meals in participating restaurants, school 
and community settings, and any approved 
home delivery systems. 

(b) The food stamp program must be 
structured to conform to the USDA low
cost food plan at no increase in the cost of 
food stamps to the recipient. 

( c) As long as low income social security 
recipients are on fixed incomes they should 
be eligible for self-certification for food 
stamp and/or Public Assistance cash grants. 

(d) Food stamp applications should be 
mailed with social security checks and 
stamps sent to older persons through the 
mail or by some other efficient, practical and 
dignified distribution method. 

( e) The purchase of food stamps should 
be encouraged and facilitated by providing 
the first food stamp allotment without cost 
to the recipient, by permitting more fre
quent purchases and by distributing stamps 
at senior citizen centers. 

(f) The approximately 1000 counties in 
the United States still using the Commodity 
Program must switch by December 31, 1972, 
to the Food Stamp Program for the indi
vidual feeding of the elderly. Until this is 
accomplished the Federal donated food 
should be made nutritionally appropriate, 
in packages o! suitable size, and at readily 
accessible places. 

It is recommended that the equivalent 
of a National school lunch program be es
tablished for Senior Citizens, not be limited 
to school facilities to low-income persons. 
Basic components of the program should 
be: 

(a) All USDA commodities should be fully 
available on the same basis as to the school 
lunch program. 

(b} Funding should provide for adequate 
staff, food, supplies, equipment, and trans
portation. 

( c) Elderly people should be employed 
insofar as possible. 

(d} Auxiliary services should be built in 
including recreational, educational, and 
counseling programs. 

It is recommended that nutrition spe
cialists already in the field direct the re
cruitment of volunteers and/or paid part
time aides from among the elderly and train 
them to teach sound nutritional practices 
to older people in groups and in their homes. 

Qualified social workers should be utilized 
in getting client acceptance of the services 
being made available. 

6. The responsibility for producing qualify 
food rests with. the food industry. However, 
it is the responsibility of the Federal Gov
ernment to establish and enforce such 
standards as are necessary, to insure the 
safety and wholesomeness of our National 
food supply, as well as improve nutritive 
value. To do this requires more personnel 
and funding. State requirements that meet 
or exceed Federal standards must be estab
lished, implemented, and monitored with 
Federal support. Particular attention should 
be given to both nutrient and ingredient 
labeling of feed products as a means of 
achieving greater consumer understanding. 
An inclusive list of the ingredients in any 
processed food should be made available by 
the manufacturer to the consumer on re
quest. 

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON FOOD, NUTRI
TION AND HEALTH-FINAL REPORT 

PANEL ll-4: THE AGING 

Chairman: Edward L. Bortz, M.D., Senior 
Consultant in Medicine, Lankenau Hospital, 
Philadelphia, Pa., former President, American 
Medical Association. 

Vice Chairman: Donald M. Watkin, M.D., 
Staff Physician, Veterans Administration 
Hospital, West Roxbury, Mass., former Pro
gram Chief, Research in Nutrition and 
Clinical Research in Gerontology, Veterans 
Administration. 

Panel members: 
William Hutton, Executive Director, Na

tional Council of Senior Citizens, Washing
ton, D.C. 

Juanita M. Kreps (Mrs. Clifton H. Kreps, 
Jr.), Ph. D., Dean of the Woman's College, 
Duke University, Durham, N.C. 

Alfred H. Lawton, M.D., Ph. D., Associate 
Dean of Academic Affairs, University of South 
Florida, Tampa, Fla. 

Constance McCarthy, Chief, Public Health 
Nutrition services, Rhode Island State De
partment of Health, Providence, R.I. 

George Mann, Ph. D., Associate Professor of 
Biochemistry and Medicine, Vanderbilt Uni
versity School of Medicine, Nashville, Tenn. 

Father Anthony Rocha, Chaplain, Catholic 
Memorial Home, Fall River, Mass. 

Sylvia Sherwood (Mrs. Clarence Sherwood), 
Ph. D., Director of Social Gerontological Re
search, Hebrew Rehabilitation Center for 
Aged, Roslinda.le, Mass. 

Leola G. Williams (Mrs. Wilburn Williams), 
Director, Greenwood Center, Star, Inc., 
Greenwood, Miss. 

Consultants: 
Caro E . Luhrs, M.D., Special Assistant to 

the Under Secretary, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 

Marie C. McGuire, Assistant for Problems 
of the Elderly and Handicapped, Renewal 
and Housing assistant, U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, Washing
ton, D.C. 

John B. Martin, U.S. Commissioner, Admin
istration on Aging, U.S. Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, 
D.C. Also Special Assistant to the President 
for the Aging. 

Gladys H. Matthewson, Nutrition Consult
ant, Community Health Service, Medical 
Care Administration, Region 6, U.S. Public 
Health Service, Kansas City, Mo. 

Charles E. Odell, Director, Office of Systems 
Support, U.S. Training and Employment 
Service, Manpower Administration, U.S. De
partment of Labor, Washington, D.C. 

Mollie Orshansky, Economist, Office of Re
search and Statistics, Social Security Admin
istration, U.S. Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 

Nathan W. Shock, M.D., Chief, Gerontology 
Residence Center, National Institutes of 
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Health, U.S. Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, Baltimore. Md. 

Marvln J. Taves, Ph. D., D.irector, Research 
and Development Grants. Administration on 
Aging, U.S. Department of Health, Educa
tion, 11.nd We.l!are. Washington, D.C. 

REPORT OF PANEL II-<I 

Preamble 
The present crisis among the aged demands 

immediate national action to relieve pov
erty, hunger, malnutrition and poor health. 
Furthermore, positive measures are required 
throughout life to retard the premature de
bilitating aspects of aging. 

Certain priorities exist: 
1. Provision of adequate incollMl to the 

aging. 
2. Provision of adequate nutrition to the 

aging. 
3. Provision of .adequate health services to 

the aging. 
4. Federal, State and local funding to in

sure immediate implementation of the above. 
5. Prompt provision of substantial in

creases in Feder.al funding for support of 
education, research and development in nu
trition and gerontology. 

Recommendation No. 1: Meal Delivery 
The U.S. Government, having acknowl

eged the right of every resident to adequate 
health and nutrition, must now accept its 
obligation to provide the opportunity for 
adequate nutrition to every aged resident. 
Immediate attention must be given to devel
oping a new system of food delivery based 
on modern technical capability by which 
meals supplying a substantial proportion of 
nutrient requirements can be distributed to 
the aged through restaurants, institutions 
and private homes when this ls necessary. 
Regional, urban and cultural differences in 
the United States will require that a variety 
of systems may be necessary to accomplish 
thiS goal. 

The Administration on Aging within the 
Department of Bealth, Education, and Wel
fare and the Department of Agriculture 
should begin at once to implement .a variety 
of meal delivery systems in the following 
ways: 

1. Assemble a working party of scientists, 
industrialists and representative aged per
sons with experience in nutrition science, 
food preparation, food habits, and meal serv
ice who wlll review existing f!xperience with 
low cost meals and meal delivery service. 

2. Undertake permanent funding programs 
or daily meal delivery service, initially con
sisting of at least one meal for the aged 
needing this service and desiring it, in both 
urban and rural locations emphasizing the 
importance of the values of eating in group 
settings where possible. This service may be 
provided in restaurants, institutions or other 
suitable sites for the well aged or at home for 
the homebound. 

3. Develop a system of reimbursement with 
either food stamps or coupons, as outlined in 
Recommendation No. 3 of this Panel, or credit 
cards which will be acceptable to the recipi
ents and efficient for the system, and which 
will retain freedom of choice for the user. 

4. Develop surveillance systems that will 
insure both the nutritional quality and the 
acceptability of the meals. The single daily 
meal wm furnish at least one-half of the 
daily Recommended Dietary Allowance of the 
Food and Nutrition Board of the National 
Research Council. It may include foods to be 
ea.ten at other times during the day. The re
maining allowance, especially o! calories, may 
be obtained by the individual's inltiativ~ 
facilitated by income .supplements and the 
revised food sta.mp program when necessary. 
The meal delivery system should extend to all 
areas as feasible systems are developed. 
Recommendation No. 2: Increased income 

Because diet quality and income are re
lated, and because many older people do not 

.have the income to provide adequate nutri
tious diets, immediate increases 1n the in
comes o.f ,elderly people are a vital first step 
in freeing the aged from hunger and malnu
trition. 

Therefore lit is recommended: 
1. That social _security benefits be increased 

by 50 percent .and the minimum benefit 
raised from $55 to $120 monthly within the 
next 2 years, taking an additional 5 million 
people out of poverty and hunger. 

2. That the public welfare system be com
pletely revised to provide a Federal welfare 
program with adequate payments based solely 
on need of the consumer and with Federal 
.financing and administration of welfare costs. 

3. That the Federal Government assure all 
Americans the economic m.eans for procur
ing the elements of optimum nutrition and 
health, and .assure the distribution, avail
ability and utilization of adequate informa
tion, facilities, and services. 

4. That the .Federal Government eliminate 
all barriers to adequate nutrition and health 
for all segments of the population, particu
larly those groups with special needs, e.g., the 
aged, the poor, the handicapped a.nd minority 
groups, including those using l.anguages other 
than English. 

5. While the Panel on Aging joins other 
pant?ls in endorsing a guaranteed annual 
income, we are concerned that older indivi
duals, having contributed to .and living with
in their social security benefits, may find 
their standard of living reduced. Therefore, 
we recommend that social s.ecurity bene
ficiaries receive income in an amount at least 
of a level on parity with any implemented 
system of guaranteed annual income. 
Recommendation No. 3: Food stamp program 

revisions 
Supporting the posltlon of Panel V-3, and 

supporting the policy position of the Presi
dent that urges revision of the food stamp 
program as an interim mechanlsm for imple
menting the procurement of food by the 
po01·; and supportlng the immediate enact
ment by Congress of S. 2014 and urging the 
entire Whlte House Conference to press for 
its enactment, 

The Panel on Aging makes the following 
additional recommenda tlons: 

1. The food stamp program must be revised 
so that any individual or family receiving 
food stamps may purchase prepared meals 
with stamps. Restrictions ln current legisla
tion limiting eligibility for food stamps to 
those having adequate cooking facilities 
must be eliminated. 

2. Eligibility for food stamps must be es
tablished on the basis of self-declaration un
der clear, simple, uniform, and widely pub
lished Federal standards. 

3. Such standards must permit very low 
income persons and families to obtain 
stamps without cost. Those who purchase 
stamps must be permitted to purchase por
tions of their allotment at various times 
throughout the month. 

4. The U.S. Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare should initiate ongoing 
impact research to monitor and evaluate the 
effectiveness of the food stamp program in 
placing the resources for sound nutrition 
into the hands of all low-income Americans. 
Recommendation No. 4: Education, research 

and development 
It is recommended: 
1. That the U.S. Government develop 

guidelines for a nutrition .education program 
·aimed at the elderly. This program should 
include an emphasis on physical activity and 
social interaction. These guidelines should 
give direction to :mass media, voluntary and 
.official agencies, advertlsing agencies and in-
dustry. To avoid preventable nutritional and 
health disabilities of aging, these guidelines 
.should emphasize adequate nutrition edu
<:a.tion and practice throughout life. 

2. That educational programs for the el-

derly be .aeveloped by competent, quallfied 
health and social service personnel includ
ing those -Specializing in diet counseling, 
utilizing a variety of media. These programs 
should recognize educational reading levels, 
common language usage, and ethnic or cul
tural backgrounds, to provide a means of 
effective education and communication on all 
aspects of food supply, nutrition and health. 
These programs should include direct hand
out material, media programming and the 
training of indigenous senior citizens where 
possible -as community workers in all service 
areas. 

:a. That Government Iunds be provided to 
augment training programs for preparation 
of professional and subprofessional workers 
in nutrition and gerontology. 

4. That surveys of institutionalized and 
noninstitutionalized aged to be carried -0u t 
with respect to their nutrition and health 
status and th-at these data be used to elimi
nate faculty diagnoses based on dietary de
ficiencies. 

5. That because of the mental health prob
lems associated with the problems of social 
isolation and inadequate nutrition, a Na
tional Commission for Mental Health of the 
Aged be established 

6. That substantial funds be devoted to 
the support of basic and applied research as 
an investment for the future health and nu
trition of the Nation. Since effective action 
programs are based on research findings, im
mediate action .must be based on the best 
information ,currently available. However, it 
must be .recognized that continued research 
on the basic nature of aging and its relation 
to nutrition ls essential for progress in the 
future. 
COMMENTS OF COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION TASK 

FORCE 

Panel 11-4: The Aging 
The task force felt that residency and citi

zenship requirements for old age a-sslstance 
should be done a.way with. The task force 
also felt -social security benefits should be 
fully retroactive back to the time of first 
eligibility for those belatedly applying for 
benefits. Both of these -suggestions were ig-
nored by the panel on the aging. · 

NEW NUTRITION PROGRAM Is MAJOR BREAK• 
THROUGH FO_R OLDER AMERICANS 

Far too many older Americans .have not 
been eating nutritionally adequate diets
fo.r many reasons. 

Some have incomes so low they cannot 
afford the proper food. Others have difficulties 
shopping. Some need nutrition education to 
know what foods they should eat; nutrition 
is, after all, a relatively new science. , 

And far too many .are too depressed, too 
isolated and lonely, to enjoy meals eaten 
alone or even to benefit from nutritious foods. 

I have reason to believe that any invest
ment in improving the nutrition of o!_der 
people will be substantially offset by savings 
in other publicly financed programs. We do 
not know how much poor nutrition is cost
ing in Medicaid or Medicare dollars, let alone 
in misery, illness, and premature senility. 

I believe the Nutrition Program for the 
Elderly under the Older Americans Act is a 
major breakthrough for all older Americans. 
It will benefit an estimated 250,000 of the 27'2 
to 3 million Americans 60 and older who may 
need nutritionally balanced meals. It will 
_provide the meals in group settings which 
offer companionship in coordination with 
other needed services, including transporta
tion. 

Thus structured, and with lts funding sup
plemented. with other funds available under 
title III of the Older Americans Act, the Nu
trition Program can provide a. na.tlonwide 
impetus for improved. services for older 
people. 

The Administration on Aging has been 
doing everything in its power to prepare for 
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the new program promptly and in full ac
cord with the provisions of the new nutrition 
act. 

The framework for the program was pro
vided by experience obtained from 30 research 
and demonstration nutrition projects funded 
by AOA during the past 4 years. 

Twenty-one of these AOA demonstration 
projects are continuing and will be brought 
into the new program. 

In addition, the AOA has made 90 grants 
in 44 States for local planning needed to get 
the new national program into operation. 
And approximately 90 planning grants have 
been funded by States out of title II funds. 

Final regulations for the program, signed 
by Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare Elliot L. Richardson, were published in 
the Federal Register on Aug. 19. The Manual 
of Policies and Procedures for the National 
Nutrition Program for the Elderly is at press. 

The $100 million program is included in 
the pending appropriation bill for the De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
Passage by the Congress is expected shortly, 
for signing by President Nixon. States will 
receive the allotments authorized under the 
Act soon thereafter and programs will be 
funded as rapidly as possible. 

By June 30, 1973, it is expected that every 
State will be operating nutrition programs 
for the elderly in selected sites. 

JOHN B. MARTIN, 
U.S. Commissioner on Aging and Special 

Assistant to the President on Aging. 

[From the Food Research and Action Center 
Newsletter] 

BILL OF RIGHTS-THE NUTRITION PROGRAM 
FOR THE ELDERLY 

The new Nutrition Program for the Elderly 
was signed into law March 22, 1972. You will 
hear the new program referred to as "the 
Nutrition Program." Public Law 92-128, or 
Title VII of the Older Americans Act. 

The Nutrition Program for the Elderly is 
for all persons age sixty and over. Spouses of 
elderly persons may also participate in the 
program if they are younger than sixty. The 
Program must offer free or low-cost nutri
tious meals at least once a day, five days a 
week (with certain rural exceptions). 

Although everyone over sixty is welcomed 
to participate, the Program is most impor
tant for low-income elderly. The project 
serving sites must be located in areas with 
high concentrations of low-income elderly. 
Low income is defined as that income below 
the current Department of Commerce, Bu
reau of Census, poverty threshold. For 1972, 
the poverty threshold is $1,959 for an indi
vidual over sixty-five, and $2,450 for an el
derly couple. 

Most importantly, the Nutrition Program 
for the Elderly should be administered by 
seniors. The Program was developed by Con
gress, with seniors, for seniors, to be run by 
seniors, and the success of the Program will 
be greatly increased if low-income elderly 
and their advocates actually run their own 
programs. In addition, sites serving large 
numbers of individuals from one minority 
group should be administered by that 
minority group. 

The following rights guaranteed by the 
legislation and regulations should make cer
tain that the program is beneficial to the 
participants. Of course, there is no reason 
to stop pursuing additional rights once these 
guaranteed rights are attained. Greater con
sumer participation in program planning, 
financial decisions, and hiring should be 
actively sought by low-income elderly and 
their advocates. 

SUMMARY OF RIGHTS 

1. The right of any person over the age 
of 60, and his or her spouse, whatever age, to 
participate in the elderly nutrition program. 
(45 CFR Sec. 909.3(a)) 

No -one over sixty can be turned away by 
a federally funded elderly Nutrition Program. 

There can be no maximum number of par
ticipants. If the program is full to capacity, 
it could be expanded by staggered hours or 
by the opening of an additional site. 

2. The right to participate in an elderly 
nutrition program without proof of income 
or age. (45 CFR sec. 909.44(b)) 

Membership in the Nutrition Program for 
the Elderly is to be based on personal self
decla.ration. You simply state that you a.re 
over sixty and would like to participate. No 
one can ask further questions of you or pry 
into your personal affairs. 

3. The right to receive free meals (45 CFR 
Sec. 909.44) 

The law guarantees that each participant 
has the right to decide whether or not he is 
able to pay for the meals. No income docu
mentation is required and no one should 
ask for proof of income. You make the deci
sion to receive your meals free. This is your 
right. Money saved can be used for other 
necessities. 

4. The right to be protected from any form 
of discrimination if you receive free meals. 
(45 CFR Sec. 909.44(d)) 

Your decision to receive free meals is a 
personal decision, guaranteed by law. You 
are not to be subjected to separate lines, 
tickets, or different meals. All participants 
should be treated equally. 

5. The right to pay whatever amount you 
choose. (45 CFR Sec. 909.44(b)) 

If you choose to pay, you may pay the 
amount indicated by the Project Council or 
any other amount you wish to pay. Your 
Project Council may only suggest, not de
mand, a. fee or fees. If your income changes, 
you a.re free to change the amount you pay 
or to elect to receive a free meal. 

6. The right of low-income elderly to have 
a serving site close to their place of residence. 
(45 CFR Sec. 909.38 (a) and (b)) 

The law states that the project area sites 
must be located in areas of major concentra
tion of low-income elderly. This means that 
if poor elderly and representative commun
ity groups discover that an elderly nutrition 
project is about to begin or has begun in a 
wealthier section of their community, they 
have the right to demand that their state 
Office on Aging locate a project in their area 
as well. 

If the state does not comply with this de
mand, you should obtain immediate legal 
assistance to challenge the decision of the 
state Office on Aging. 

7. The right of every participant to be 
provided with supporting social services (45 
CFR Sec. 909.42 (1)-(6)) 

Elderly participants should demand their 
right to the following supportive services: 
tra.nsportation, information and referral 
services, health and welfare counseling, 
nutrition education, shopping assistance, 
and recreation. They should determine what 
they want these services to do for them. 

Applications and information for the Food 
Stamp and Food Distribution Programs 
should be available at the project site. Food 
stamps and commodities should also be 
distributed at the project site. 

8. The right to one hot nutritious meal per 
day, five or more days a. week (except in 
sparsely populated rural areas) contain~g 
at least the following: (45 CFR Sec. 909.40 
(c)) 

(a) three ounces of lean meat, poultry, 
fish; 

(b) two one-half cup servings of vegetables 
and fruit; 

( c) one serving of whole-grain or enriched 
bread, or a serving of cornbread, biscuits, 
rolls, muffins, etc. made of whole grain or 
enriched meal or flour; 

(d) one teaspoon of butter or fortified 
margarine; 

(e) one, one-ha.I! cup serving of a. dessert 
such as pudding, ice cream, etc. 

(f) one-half pint of milk. 
9. The right of the elderly participants to 

elect representatives from their member
ship to a project council. More than one
ha.lf of the project council must be partici
pants. (45 CFR Sec. 909.37) 

There must be a Project Council for the 
project area. The "project area" is that area. 
that includes several serving sites. The 
serving site will most likely be administered 
by a. larger organization. The Project Coun
cil for the "project area" must have a. rep
resentative from each serving site, elected by 
the participants at that site. The number 
of representatives from the various sites 
must be more than half the members of the 
Project Council. 

The regulations also encourage the forma
tion of Site Councils. The members shall be 
elected from among the site's participants. 

10. The project council shall make de
cisions concerning the following issues: ( 45 
CFR Sec. 909.37 (a.) (1)-(4) ) 

(a) setting of suggested fee or fees; 
(b) approval of menus; 
( c) days and hours of project operations; 

and 
(d) decor and furnishings of meal sites. 
Federal policy (Administration on Aging's 

Policy Procedural Manual sec. 21.5 (f) en
courages that the Project Councils also ad
vise on the following: 

(a) selection of paid staff and volunteers; 
(b) prepa.ration of the project's opera.ting 

budget; 
(c) evaluation of project effectiveness and 

achievements of objectives; 
(d) existing and propm,ed services offered 

by the project; 
(e) additional meat site selections. 
The Project Council should be a strong 

advocate for the rights of the elderly in its 
community. 

11. The right of per.sons over 60 to be given 
preference in hiring for all staff positions 
(45 CFR Sec. 909.35 (a)) 

The staff should also be representative of 
the minority individuals participating in the 
project. 

12. The right of a · program participant to 
receive home-delivered meals in the event of 
illness or other problems preventing his at
tendance at the project site. ( 45 CFR Sec. 
909.41) 

The regulations require that projects pro
vide home-delivered meals, where necessary 
and feasible, to meet the needs of the elder
ly who are homebound. 

If you become ill, or have an accident, you 
should receive meals at home until you are 
able to resume attending the program. 

13. The right of any interested group of 
elderly citizens or persons involved with the 
elderly to apply to the state for funds to run 
a. title VII nutrition program in their com
munity. (45 CFR Sec. 909.24(a)) 

Priority must be given by the state to low
income groups desiring to run programs i..1 
sites with a high concentration of low-in
come elderly. 

14. The right of minority individuals and 
groups to receive funds to run an elderly nu
trition program at least in proportion to their 
numbers of eligible individuals in the state, 
(45 CFR Sec. 909.24(b)) 

To determine if a particular minority group 
has been treated fairly by the state, examine: 
the number of this minority which is elderly 
in the state; the number of this minority 
elderly in the areas of high concentration of 
low income elderly; and the number of proj
ects run by this minority. 

If 25 percent of the elderly in all the areas 
of high concentration of low income elderly 
are of one minority group, 25 percent of the 
serving sites in these areas should be run by 
this minority group. 

15. The right of a. project to receive on
going training and technical assistance from 
the state office on aging both before and after 
a grant has been issued. (45 CFR Sec. 909.18 
S909.27(a.)) 
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If your group would like to apply for nu
trition funds and needs assistance with plan
ning and propose.ls, request that the state 
send you a. representative to give you assist
ance. 

16. The right to a fair hearing if your ap
plication to run a program has been denied. 
(45 CFR Sec. 909.26) 
If your group's application to run a Nutri

t ion Program has been denied by the State, 
you should request a. hearing immediately 
f rom the state. 

If your rights a.re violated and your state 
or local sponsor cont radicts the regulations 
and the law, write or call collect: 

For Legal Assistance: Ron Pollack, Center 
on Socia.I Welfare Policy and Law, 25 West 
43rd Street, New York, New York 10036 (212) 
354-7670. 

For Technical and Organizing Assistance: 
Sallie Ruhnka., Food Research and Action 
Center, 25 West 43rd Street, New York, New 
York 10036 (212) 354-7866. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) in intro
ducing today a 3-year extension of title 
VII of the Older Americans Act, the 
nutrition program for the elderly. 

I want to take this opportunity to com
mend the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts for his leadership in this 
field. Our senior citizens have benefited 
greatly from his dedication to their cause 
and especially from his role as an ad
vocate for the nutrition program. 

Our bill is simple: We are extending 
the authorization for the existing pro
gram through fiscal year 1977. We are 
proposing to authorize appropriations of 
$150 million in fiscal 1975-the same 
level now authorized for fiscal 1974-
of $175 million 1lscal 1976, and of $200 
million in fiscal 1977. 

I have been involved in the -effort to 
provide adequate nutrition for older 
Americans for many years. Two years 
ago we were successful in the fight to 
secure additional funding for 21 demon
stration nutrition programs for the el
derly. The success of these pilot projects 
was instrumental in convincing the Con
gress of the viability of providing hot, 
nourishing meals to the elderly in a 
group setting. 

We passed the title VII program early 
in 1972 and President Nixon signed the 
bill in March of that year. He then re
quested that the program be funded at 
its authorized level-$100 million-dur-
ing fiscal year 1973. · 

The Administration on Aging, under 
the able leadership of former Commis
sioner John B. Martin, issued proposed 
regulations for the program in nearly 
record time. After considerable public 
debate and discussion, the final regula
tions were promulgated little more than 
a year ago. 

We all know that the implementation 
of the program was delayed because of 
the controversy surrounding the HEW 
appropriations bill for fiscal 1973. Money 
for grants to the States to pay up to 90 
percent of the cost of establishing and 
operating congregate dining sites for the 
elderly did not become available until 
late this spring. 

In short, a program which should have 
begun on July 1, 1972, is only now get
ting underway. And the authorization 
expires next June 1. 

Mr. President, many of us considered 
the title VII program as a large scale 
demonstration program. We authorized 
the program for 2 years and we knew 
the funding we provided would allow us 
to reach only a small proportion of the 
elderly who might benefit from receiving 
one hot meal a day, 5 days a week, in a 
social setting. 

We did this because we wanted to learn 
from the experience of the first 2 years of 
the program. Only after reviewing this 
experience could the Congress decide 
how best to assure all our senior citi
zens access to an adequate diet. 

We do not have program experience 
to draw on, yet we are faeed with the 
need to renew the authorization or to 
let it lapse. We cannot abandon the pro
gram now. What we are proposing today 
is simply to extend title VII for 3 years 
and to increase the funding level slight
ly-barely enough, I think, to maintain 
the same level of program activity over 
the next 3 years that is targeted for the 
end of this yea.r. 

A 3-year extension will provide the 
Congress ample time to evaluate the pro
gram after it is fully implemented and 
to decide to expand it, to modify it, or to 
allow it to expire. 

Mr. President. I believe the nutrition 
program for the elderly has great po
tential to fill a major need among our 
senior citizens. Unusual circumstances 
have thus far prevented us from knowing 
if this potential can or will be realized. 

Dr. Arthur Flemming, the present 
Commissioner of the Administration on 
AgiLg, is dedicated to this program and 
has appointed the one man 1n America 
who probably is more dedicated than 
himself to run the program for the AOA. 
That man is Dr. Donal<.l M. Watkin, 
chairman of the Technical Committee on 
Nutrition, and chairman of the Study 
Panel on Nutrition of the Post-confer
ence Board of the 1971 White House Con
ference on Aging. 

I think this is a brilliant appointment. 
Now I think we need to give Dr. Watkin 
and Dr. Flemming the breathing room 
necessary to put the program into full 
operation. 

That is why I am joining the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts in introduc
ing this legislation. 

By Mr. CHURCH: 
S. 2489. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to prevent the 
imposition, under part B thereof, of more 
than one deductible with respect to ex
penses incurred for the purchase of any 
particular piece of durable medical 
equipment. Ref erred to the Committee 
on Finance. 
ELIMINATING A DOUBLE DEDUCTmLE CHARGE ON 

MEDICAL EQUIPMENT 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I intro
duce for appropriate reference a bill to 
eliminate the possibility of charging two 
deductibles for one piece of medical 
equipment under _part B of medicare. : 

Under present law it is possible for 
-durable medical -equipment----IDleh as a 
wheelchair-to be subject to two deduc
tibles in 2 different years. 'rhe net im
pact is that little or no reimbursement 
may be received by the elderly person 

· covered · by medicare. This situation 
seems to me to be particularly unjust. 

Last year, Mrs. Chri$sie Owen of Pres
. ton, Idaho, a victim of arthritis, pur
. chased a wheelchair for cash payment of 
$159.50 in July 1972. She sought medi
care coverage for this purchase, and it 

-was her only claim for that year. Notifica
tion was received that the $50 deductible 
had been met for 1972, but she did not 
receive any compensation from medicare 

· in 1972. In 1973, she received checks for 
$10.40 on January 10, 1973; $12 on Janu
ary 29; $4.20 on February 26; and a 
statement in March that $23.75 of her 
deductible for 1973 had been met. 

At this point Mrs. Owen saw that two 
deductibles were being charged to the 
same wheelchair and felt that this was 

. wrong. I was asked to investigate. A re
port from the Social Security Admin
istration advised that two deductibles 
were indeed being charged because: 
first, the law provides that purchases for 
medical equipment costing over $50 be 
reimbursed in installment payments, 
which in this particular case, extended 
over 2 years, and second, Mrs. Owen had 
no other medical expenses chargeable to 
medicare part B. 

It is obvious from Mrs. Owen's case 
that the requirement for installment re
imbursement and an annual deductible 
can result in an injustice that Congress 
did not foresee. While such cases are 
rare, I feel strongly that this loophole 
in the application of the annual part 
B deductible should be plugged. Surely 
the intent of the legislation providing 
coverage of needed medical equipment 
was not to put the burden of two de
ductibles on one piece of equipment. The 
amendment which I have introduced 
would eliminate this possibility, both for 
those who rent equipment and for those 
who buy equipment but are reimbursed 
on an installment basis. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
. ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
. follows: 

s. 2489 
Be i t enacted. by the Senate and. House of 

Representatives of the United. States of 
America in Congress assembled., That (a) the 
first sentence of section 1833 (b) of the SOcial 

· Security Act is amended by inserting "(sub
ject to subsection (f) (3))" immediately 
after "are determinable) shall". 

(b) Section 1833 (f) of such Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(3) The deductible imposed by subsection 
(b) shall, insofar as such deductible relates 
to expenses incurred by an individual for the 
purchase of any piece of durable medical 

~equipment included under section 1861(s) 
(6), be deemed to have been met for any 
calendar year, if; f.or such calendar year and 

. all preceding calendar years, there have been 
imposed, under subsection (b), reductions 
with respect to the purchase of sueh piece 
of equipment, the aggregate of which equals 
$60. In determining, for purposes of the pre
ceding sentence, the amount of the reduc-

. tion under subsection {b) for any calendar 
· year with respect to the purchase of any such 

piece of equipment, there shall not be taken 
· into account any expenses incurred with re
spect to such piece of equipment until ac
count has first been taken of all other ex-
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penses to which the deductible imposed by 
subsection (b) is applicable." 

(c) The amendments made by subsections 
(a) and (b) shall be applicable in the case 
of durable medical equipment purchased 
after December 31, 1972. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for himself 
and Mr. TOWER): 

S. 2490. A bill to assist States and local 
governments to improve their capabili
ties for meeting goals related to com
munity development, adequate housing, 
public facilities and services, and other 
governmental concerns. Referred to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing and 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and Senator TOWER, I 
introduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to assist States and local governments to 
improve their capabilities for responsive 
and effective governmental action. 

I ask unanimous consent that a sec
tion-by-section summary of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, th~ sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY OF THE 
RESPONSIVE GOVERNMENTS ACT 

To assist States and local governments to 
improve their capabilities for responsive and 
effective governmental action. 

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE 

This section would provide that this Act 
may be cited as the "Responsive Govern
ments Act." 

SECTION 2. STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND 
PURPOSE 

Subsection (a) would set forth the follow
ing Congressional findings that: 

( 1) The ability of our federal system of 
government to respond effectively to the 
needs of all citizens depends upon the 
strength and capabilities of Federal, State, 
and local governments; 

(2) The full partnership of the Federal, 
State and local governments is necessary to 
deal effectively with the complex problems 
of this nation; 

(3) The ability to plan and manage is vital 
to effective government, and will become even 
more critical to State and local governments 
as they are freed from the restraints of nar
row categorical Federal programs and must 
assume added responsibilities for the use of 
broader forms of Federal assistance; 

( 4) Increased reliance should be placed on 
State and local resources to support the im
provement of State and local planning and 
management -Capabilities, but Federal assist
ance toward such improvement ls desirable 
to strengthen the federal system and promote 
the welfare of all citizens; 

( 5) Existing Federal assistance programs 
have not been directed at strengthening the 
overall capability of State and local officials 
to respond to the needs of their citizens. 

(6) Federal assistance should be extended 
in a manner which affords State and local 
governments broad discretion in the use of 
such assistance in a manner responsive to the 
needs of the citizens. 

Subsection (b) would declare that the pur
pose of this Act is to increase the capacity of 
States, units of local government and com
binations thereof, to plan and manage all the 
resources available to them for achieving the 
goals of: ( 1) community betterment, in both 
rural and urban areas, that is responsive to 
the needs of the public; (2) adequate hous
ing, public facilities, and public services to 
support a.n improved quality of life; and (3) 
conserving and protecting the environment 
and natural resources for future generations. 
Accordingly, this Act would assist States and 
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. units of local government in: (1) developing 
reliable information on their problems and 
opportunities; (2) developing and analyzing 
alternative policies and programs and mak-

. ing recommendations; (3) managing pro
grams; and (4) evaluating the results, so 
that programs can be wisely revised or re
placed. 

SECTION 3. DEFINITIONS 

This section would define certain terms as 
follows: 

( 1) "Secretary" would mean the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development. 

(2) "State" would mean any State of the 
United States, the District of Columbia, the 

_ Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, Amer
ican Samoa or the Virgin Islands, or any com
bination of States or an organization repre
senting a combination of States. 

(3) "Unit of general local government" 
would mean any city, municipality, county, 
town, township, parish, village or other gen
eral purpose political subdivision of a State, 
or an organi.za.tion representing two or more 
such units for the purpose of carrying out 
activities which may be assisted under this 
Act in a multi-Jurisdiction area or an Indian 
tribe or Alaskan native village whose govern
ing body performs substantial governmental 
functions, or the Trust Territory of the Paci
fic Islands. 

(4) "Recipient" would mean any State or 
unit of local government which directly or 
indirectly receives funds under this Act. 

(5) "Planning and Management" would 
mean-

(A) establishing governmental goals, ob
jectives and policies, together with capital 
programming, plan coordination and other 
supporting activities, and could include: 

(i) preparation, as a guide for govern
mental policies and action, of general plans 
with respect to (a) the pattern and intensity 
of land use, (b) the provision of public facil
ities and other government services (includ
ing transportation facilities) and (c) the ef
fective development, conservation and uti
lization of human and natural resources; 

(ii) long-range physical and fiscal plans 
for govern.mental policies and action; 

(iii) programing of capital improvements 
and other major expenditures, based on a 
determination of relative urgency, together 
with definite financing plans for such ex
penditures in the earlier yea.rs of the pro
gram; 

(iv) coordination of related plans and ac
. tivities of State and local governments and 
agencies concerned; and 

(v) preparation of regulatory and adminis
trative measures in support of the foregoing; 
and 

(B) conducting the executive function of 
planning, organizing, coordinating, direct
ing, controlling and supervising an activity 
with responsibility for results, and could in
clude: 

(1) devising organizational arrangements 
and other methods for effective operations; 

(ii) selecting and assigning executive per
sonnel and program managers; 

(iii) allocating resources to meet objec
tives; 

(iv) recording and evaluating program de
velopment and progress; 

(v) revising goals, objectives, policies and 
programs as appropriate to reflect evaluation, 
and 

(vi) carrying out other activities pertain
ing to the conduct of governmental efforts in 
attainment of governmental purposes. 
SECTION 4, ACTIVITIES ELIGIBLE FOR ASSISTANCE 

Subsection (a) would set forth planning 
and management activities for which recip
ients may use Responsive Government Act 
funds including: 

(1) identifying and evaluating the physi
cal, social and economic needs and oppor
tunities of the geographical areas under the 
jurisdiction of any State or locality; 

(2) developing, analyzing and evaluating 
alternative policies and programs; 

(3) establishing goals and objectives, 
evaluating the results of programs for 
achieving those objectives, and providing 
for program balance and coordination in 
response to State and local needs and pri
orities; 

( 4) developing, improving, modernizing 
and implementing specific govern.mental 
management processes, including personnel, 
revenue and resource allocation systems; 

(5) improving governmental structures, 
authorities, and coordinating mechanisms 
(including expansion of the capacities of 
elected executive officials of State and units 
of local government and improved methods 
for obtaining effective public participation 
in policy-making), for dealing with the 
physical, social and economic complexities 
of modern society; 

(6) providing (directly or through grants 
or contracts) planning, management, tech
nical assistance, information, or advisory 
services to communities and agencies need
ing such assistance or services in connection 
with activities related to the purpose of this 
Act; 

(7) procuring technical assistance in the 
formulation, implementation and evaluation 
of planning and management programs, and 
specialized or technical services available 
pursuant to Section 302 of the Intergovern
mental Cooperation Act of 1968; 

(8) participating in organizations for 
joint or common govern.mental or govern
mental and private action, including inter
state action, in solving problems of develop
ment, planning, resource allocation or pro
gram management; and 

(9) other activities or projects for plan
ning and management consistent with the 
purpose of this Act, including activities re
lating to community development, resource 
utilization, housing and other governmental 
objectives. 

Subsection (b) would prohibit the use of 
Responsive Governments Act funds to defray 
the cost of the acquisition, construction, re
pair or rehabilitation, or the preparation of 
engineering drawings or similar detailed spec
ifications for, specific housing, capital facili
ties, or public work projects. 
SECTION 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

This section would authorize appropria
tion, without fiscal year limitation, of such 
sums as may be necessary for the purpose 
of carrying out the Act. 
SECTION 6. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE 

Subsection (a) would authorize the Sec
retary to make grants to States and units 
of local government to assist them in carry
ing out activities set forth in section 4(a). 
The Secretary would be authorized to pro
vide or allocate assistance under this section 
directly to units of local government or 
through States in accordance with such con
siderations or objective factors relating to 
populaltion, social, fiscal and economic con
ditions, or particular needs or governmental 
opportunities, as he may deem appropriate 
to further the purposes of this Act. In grant
ing assistance through States, the Secretary 
would be empowered to impose limitations 
to assure an equitable consideration of the 
relative needs of units of local government 
within such States. 

Subsection (b) would prohibit the Secre
tary from requiring the recipient of any 
grant which .he makes under this section to 
provide any matching or make any other ex
penditure as a condition to such grant. 

SECTION 7. STATEMENTS OJ.I' PLANNING AND 
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITXES 

This section would require recipients of 
.funds in any fiscal year to prepare, prior to 
receipt of such funds, a final statement of 
planning and management activities and 
projected use of funds. The section also 
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would require publlcation of the proposed 
statement at lea.st sixty days prior to its 
final preparation in order to afford a.n oppor
tun1ty for publlc review a.nd comment and 
consideration of such comments by the re
cipient. The final statement would be ma.de 
a.va.lla.ble to the publlc, the Secretary and, in 
the case of a unit of local government, to the 
Governor. Recipients would also publish, and 
furnish the Secretary, an annual report of 
activities undertaken with assistance pro
vided. 

SECTION 8. INTERSTATE AGREEMENTS 

This section would give Congressional con
sent to a.ny two or more Sta.tea to enter into 
agreements or compacts, not in conflict with 
a.ny la.w of the United States, for cooperative 
effort a.nd mutual support of planning a.nd 
management activities under this Act a.s they 
pertain to interstate areas a.nd to localities 
within such States, and to establish such 
agencies, joint or otherwise, as they may 
deem desirable for making such agreements 
a.nd compacts effective. 

SECTION 9. NONDISCRIMINATION 

Subsection (a.) would prohibit a.ny person 
in the United States on the ground of race, 
color, national origin, or sex from being ex
cluded from participation in, denied the 
benefits of, or subjected to discrimination 
under any project, program or activity fund
ed in whole or in pa.rt with funds ma.de a.va.ll
able under this Act. 

Subsection (b) would require, the secre
tary, whenever he determines that a recipient 
has failed to comply with subsection (a) or 
an appllcable regulation, to notify the Gov
ernor of the State or, in the case o! any other 
recipient which ha.s received funds under 
this Act directly !rom the Secretary, the 
chief executive of the unit o! local govern
ment or other organization recognized by 
the Secretary as representing a combination 
of such units, of the noncomplla.nce and to 
request the Governor or the chief executive 
officer to secure compliance. If within a. rea
sonable period of time, not to exceed 60 days, 
the Governor or the chief executive officer 
fa.Us or refuses to secure complla.nce the 
Secretary would be authorized (1) to refer 
the matter to the Attorney Genera.I with a 
recommendation that an appropriate civil 
action be instituted; (2) to exercise the 
powers and !unctions provided by title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 
2000d): (3) to exercise the powers and !unc
tions provided for in section 10 of this Act; 
or (4) to take such other action as may be 
provided by law. 

Subsection (c) would provide that when 
a matter is referred to the Attorney Genera.I 
pursuant to subsection (b), or whenever he 
has reason to belleve that a. State govern
ment or unit of local government or other 
organization recognized by the secretary as 
representing a combination of such units ts 
engaged in a pattern or practice in violation 
of the provisions o! this section, the Attor
ney General may bring a civil action in any 
appropriate United States district court for 
such relief a.s may be appropriate, including 
injunctive relief. 

SECTION 10. REMEDIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 

Subsection (a.) would provide that 1f the 
Secretary, after reasonable notice and op
portunity for hearing, finds that a recipient 
has failed to comply substant1a.lly with any 
provision of this Act, the secretary, until 
he is satisfied that there is no longer any 
such failure to comply, must--

(1) terminate payments under this Act, or 
(2) reduce payments under this Act by an 

amount equal to the amount of such pay
ments which were not expended in accord
ance with this Act, or 

(3) limit the availabllity of payments un
der this Act to programs, projects, activities 
not affected by such failure to comply. 

Subsection (b) (1) would empower the Sec
retary, in lieu of, or in addition to, any 
action authorized by subsection (a), if he 
has reason to believe that a recipient ha.s 
failed to comply substantially with any pro
vision of this Act, to refer the matter to 
the Attorney General of the United States 
with a recommendation that an appropriate 
civil action be instituted. 

Subsection (b) (2) would authorize the At
torney General upon such a referral, to bring 
a civil action in any United States district 
court having venue thereof for such relief 
as may be appropriate, including an action 
to recover funds provided under this Act 
which were not expended in accordance with 
it, or for mandatory or injunctive relief. 

Subsection (c) (1) would enable any recip
ient which receives notice, under subsection 
(a) of the termination, reduction, or limita
tion of payments, within sixty days after re
ceiving such notice, to file with the United 
States Court of Appeals for the circuit in 
which such State is located, or in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia., a petition for review of the Sec
retary's action. The petitioner would be re
quired to transmit forthwith copies of the 
petition to the Secretary and the Attorney 
General of the United States, who would 
represent the Secretary in the litigation. 

Subsection (c) (2) would require the Sec
retary to fl.le in the court the record of the 
proceeding on which he based his action, as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. No objection to the action of 
the Secretary would be considered by the 
court unless such objection has been urged 
before the Secretary. 

Subsection (c) (3) would give the court 
jurisdiction to affirm or modify the action of 
the Secretary or to set it a.side in whole or in 
part. The findings of fa.ct by the Secretary, 
1f supported by substantial evidence on the 
record considered as a whole, would be con
clusive. The court would be authorized to 
order additional evidence to be ta.ken by the 
Secretary. and to be ma.de pa.rt of the rec
ord. The Secretary could modify his findings 
of fact, or make new findings, by reason of 
the new evidence so taken and filed with the 
court, and he would also be required to file 
1mch modified or new findings. These findings 
with respect to questions of fa.ct would be 
conclusive if supported by substantial evi
dence on the record considered as a. whole, 
and he would also be required to file his 
recommendations, if any, for the modifica
tion or setting a.side of his original action. 

Subsection (c) (4) would provide that upon 
the filing of the record with the court, the 
jurisdiction of the court would be exclusive 
and its judgment final, except that such 
judgments would be subject to review by 
the Supreme Court of the United States upon 
writ of certiorari or certification as provided 
in section 1254 of title 28, United States 
Code. 

SECTION 11. RECORDS, AUDIT, AND REPORTS 

In order to assure that resources provided 
under this Act a.re used in accordance with 
its provisions, this section would require 
ea.ch recipient to--

( 1) use such fiscal, audit, and accounting 
procedures as may be necessary to assure (A) 
proper accounting for payments received by 
lt, and (B) proper disbursement of such 
payments; 

(2) provide to the Secretary and the Comp
troller General of the United States access 
to, and the right to examine, any books, 
documents, papers, or records as he requires; 
a.nd 

( 3) make such reports to the Secretary or 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
as either may require. 

SECTION 12. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Subsection (a) would require the Secre
tary to prescribe such rules, regulations, and 

standards as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes and conditions of this Act. 

Subsection (b) would authorize the Sec
retary, directly or by contra.ct, to under
take evaluations of activities under this Act 
and would require the inclusion of an evalua
tion of the effectiveness of this Act in the 
annual report to the President on depart
mental activities required by section 8 of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment Act. 

SECTION 13. CONFORMING AND TRANSITION 
PROVISIONS 

This section would provide that in addi
tion to a.mounts authorized and appropriated 
under section 5, appropriations available for 
carrying out section 701 of the Housing Act 
of 1954 would be available until expended for 
the purpose of carrying out this Act. The 
provisions of this Act would be effective, in 
whole or in part, at such date or dates as 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment prescribes and the Secretary would es
tablish procedures for the orderly transfer 
of Federal assistance activities from the au
thority of section 701 of the Housing Act of 
1954. 

By Mr. TALMADGE (by request) : 
S. 2491. A bill to repeal the provisions 

of the Agriculture and Consumer Pro
tection Act of 1973 which provide for 
payments to farmers in the event of crop 
failures with respect to crops planted in 
lieu of wheat or feed grains. Referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, by 
request, I introduce a bill requested by 
the Department of Agriculture to repeal 
provisions for payments to farmers in 
the event of crop failures with respect 
to crops planted in lieu of wheat or feed 
grains. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter from the Department of Agriculture 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., September 24, 1973. 

Hon. HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and 

Forestry, U.S. Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In preparing the ad

ministrative regulations necessary to imple
ment the various provisions of the Agricul
ture and Consumei- Protection Act of 1973, it 
has come to our attention that certain pro
visions contained in the wheat and feed 
grain titles of such Act appear to present an 
impossible administrative problem. 

The provisions presenting the problem a.re 
the parenthetical phrases contained in sec
tions 107(c) and 105(b) (1) of the Agricul
tural Act o! 1949, a.s a.mended. These phrases 
provide that 1f a producer plants a noncon
serving crop instead of wheat or feed grains, 
a payment equal to one-third of the target 
price for wheat or feed grains shall be ma.de 
on the deficiency in production if, as a result 
of a natural disaster, the total actual pro
duction of such crop is less than two-thirds 
of the normal production of the allotment 
for the crop for which substitution is ma.de. 

We currently do not provide for deter
mining !arm normal yields !or crops other 
than wheat, !eed grains, and cotton. Al
though it would be possible to establish 
normal fa.rm yields for some major crops 
such a.s soybeans and oats for which yield 
data are published annually for most States 
by the Statistica.l Reporting service, Lt would 
represenst an enormous administrative task. 
In addition, we cannot visualize how farm 
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normal yields can be determined for most 
minor crops which conceivably could be sub
stituted for wheat and feed grains such as 
vegetables, guar, safflower, etc. 

It is, therefore, respectfully requested that 
you consider amending P .L. 93-86, the Agri
culture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973, 
as follows: 

"Section 107(c) of the Agricultural Act ot 
1949, as amended, ls a.mended by deleting 
the parenthetical phrase • ( or other noncon
serving crop planted instead of wheat)• 
wherever it appears therein." 

"Section 105(b) (1) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as amended, ls amended by deleting 
the parenthetical phrase • ( or other noncon
serving crop planted instead of feed grains)• 
wherever it appears therein." 

The foregoing amendments would limit 
production protection in the event of a na
tural disaster to the program crops, wheat 
and feed grains, and would be identical to 
the provision for cotton. 

Sincerely, 
EARLL. BuTz, Secretary. 

By Mr. RANDOLPH (for himself 
and Mr. ALLEN, Mr. BAYH, Mr. 
BENTSEN, Mr. BmLE, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD, Mr. 
CANNON, Mr. CHILES, Mr. COOK, 
Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. CURTIS, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. EAGLE• 
TON, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. FuL
BRIGHT, Mr, HARTKE, Mr. HOL
LINGS, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. 
HRUSKA, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. MAG
NUSON, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. Mc
CLURE, Mr. McGEE, Mr. MON
TOYA, Mr. Moss, Mr. HUGH 
SCOTT,Mr.SPARKMAN,Mr.STAF
FORD, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. TOWER, 
and Mr. TUNNEY) : 

S.J. Res. 158. A joint resolution to set 
a.side regulations of the Environmental 
Protection Agency under section 206 of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
as amended. Ref erred to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, to· 
day I introduce legislation to forestall 
actions by the Environmental Protection 
Agency which are both grossly unf alr 
and contrary to the law. This joint res· 
olution ls introduced with the cospon· 
sorship of 33 Senators. The willingness 
of these colleagues to support this legis· 
lation indicates the awareness in the 
Senate of the inequities that would take 
place under proposals by the Environ
mental Protection Agency. This measure 
is intended to declare null and void regu .. 
lations promulgated by the Environ
mental Protection Agency for the dis
tribution to the States of fund! author
ized by section 206 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act-Public Law 92-
500. 

Section 206 provides for the reim· 
bursement of 50 percent of project costs 
for all publicly owned sewage treatment 
works on which construction was initi
ated between June 30, 1966, and July 1, 
1972. In cases where metropolitan area 
planning was involved the reimbursable 
Federal share is 55 percent. Each qual· 
ified project is intended to receive the 
amount necessary to provide a 50-per· 
cent Federal share, whether or not the 
project had received _any Federal finan-
cial assistance or was eligible for a Fed
eral incentive grant. at the time of con
struction. 

Subsection (d) of section 206 provides 
that in any year in which available ap
propriated funds are not equal to the 
total amount of reimbursement due all 
such projects. each qualified project shall 
be allocated its proportional share of 
available funds. Public Law 92-399 ap· 
propriated $1.9 billion for section 206 
reimbursement in fiscal year 1973. The 
current estimate of total reimbursement 
due all qualified projects constructed 
from 1966 to 1972 is $2.4 billion. 

The Environmental Protection A.gen· 
cy, however, published proposed regula
tions on June 26, 1973, which have the 
effect of illegally allocating all the ap
propriated funds into only one class of 
qualified projects, creating a priority 
scheme for the dlst1ibution of these 
funds which is inconsistent with the stat .. 
ute. These regulations are likely to be 
promulgated in final form this week. 

The illegal allocation contained in 
these regulations would result in 24 
States failing to receive any reimburse· 
ment funds out of the $1.9 billion appro
priated. and 19 States receiving substan· 
tially less than the nearly 80 percent of 
their total reimbursement which an 
equitable distribution would provide. 
Since section 206 only authorizes $2 
billion for such projects, the chance of 
these States receiving any significant 
share of the reimbursement to which 
they are entitled would be conjectural. 

This joint resolution would set aside 
these regulations and direct the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency to repub· 
lish regulations that are in conformity 
with the law. In addition, since other
wise under the statute all applications 
for reimbursement would have to be filed 
by October 18. 1973, and these redrafted 
regulations would not be available suf .. 
flciently ahead of that time, the filing 
date would be moved back until Novem· 
ber 18. 1973. 

The introduction of the joint resolu· 
tlon ls an action I take with great re· 
luctance and only after careful 
consideration of all alternatives. I have 
chosen this method of response to the 
Environmental Protection Agency pro· 
posals, however, because this ls the 
method by which we can move quickly 
to avoid an extremely unwise, as well as 
illegal procedure. It ls my hope that the 
Environmental Protection Agency will 
respond to an expression of congres
sional sentiment and take steps to im
mediately rescind its proposed regula
tions and replace them with procedures 
that are consistent with both the law 
and clearly expressed congressional 
intent. 

I do not intend the introduction of 
this joint resolution to establish a prece
dent or to give any indication that Con· 
gress should regularly seek to legislative
ly change regulations with which it may 
happen to disagree. I have chosen the 
legislative route in this instance because 
of the short time frame within which 
we are operating. This is partially the 
responsibility of the Environmental Pro· 
tection Agency which failed to infor:i;n 
the Congress of the implications of its 
action 1n sufficient time to permit a rea
sonable resolution of the problem. 

I anticipate that the Committee on 

Public Works will quickly report this 
measure so that it can be acted on by the 
full Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table showing the funds es
timated to be reimbursed to the States 
under both the law and the Environ
mental Protection Agency proposals be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

Distribution 
EPA under 

proposed Public Law 
distribution 92- 500 
(estimated) (estimated) Difference 

TotaL= 1, 912. 5 2, 461.1 548.6 

Alabama ••• =::;= ==:: 13. 4 13. 4 
Alaska •••• ~~---.:= 10. 0 10. 0 =---.; 
Arizona ••• • =;;-;== 6.0 6. 0 
Arkansas •••• =::;::;==~ 7. 6 7. 6 
California •• ;;;;::;~~--- ------------- 44. 6 44. 6 
Colorado___________________ _____ 9. 4 9. 4 
Connecticut..:;::;;:;::;;= 112. 6 112. 6 =::::-.•• 
Delaware __ __ ::;_____ 18. 4 18. 4 ;;:.~ •. ::, .-= 
District of Columbia... 1. 9 59. 4 57. 5 
Florida • ••• ::;;;-.::=~ 10.5 53.8 43.3 

~:::Ir--=-;-::::.·::=--~~ 6
~: ~ 5t 1 

Idaho ••••••• :-. · . :-:-••• :;:-.; =·= 1.4 1.4 
Illinois ______ ;; ___ ;;;~ 61. 2 65.1 3. 9 
Indiana •••• • • ==-=-~~= • 8 8. 5 7. 7 
Iowa __________ - •• · ------------- 8. 7 8. 7 
Kansas • • : •••• • :.= .;;;==.;~ 8. 0 8. 0 

~g~i~~~t=~~~~~---·-----:~ :: ~ I:: 
Maine ___ : ;;::;;;;;;;;;;;:-;:;: 12. 3 13. 7 L 4 
Maryland •• c-.;;;;;;;;;;;;:;;: 47. 7 47. 7 ~--~ 
Massachusetts •••• ;;;;:-:: 9. 5 9. 5 --- . ~ 
Michigan. ___ ;;;;:::::;::: 116. 9 130. 5 13. 6 
Minnesota _____ ::;::;:-:: 12. 6 22. 5 9. 9 
M!ssissippi...== == • 9 5. 7 4. 8 
M1ssoun.===---==-=--===- 30. 7 30. 7 
Montana ••• =======- 1. 8 1. 8 
Nebraska.-===~-=-~ 2. 7 2. 7 
Nevada •• = ===:;;::;;= 2. 7 2. 7 
New Hampshire ____ ::i 10. 8 14. 6 3. 8 
New Jersey __ ;;_-=::;: 38.1 45. 9 7. 8 
New Mexico •••• = =-----"' 2. 3 2. 3 

~~~hvg~~<iffria::.::;:-==--~:~~ 
1
• 
2

~~: ~ --- ·2rs 
North Dakota ••••• ====::;;= 1. 2 1. 2 
Ohio •••• =.;;;;;;;;::., 55.8 77.9 22.1 
Oklahoma •••• ::;====:::= ::::i 7. 5 7. 5 
Oregon •• = ------- 14. 8 14. 9 .1 
Pennsylvania ••• =::a 34. 5 67. 2 32. 7 
Rhode Island •• .=;;, • 1 • 2 • 1 
South Carolina ___ .=: • 7 17. 8 17. 1 
South Dakota ••••• :;:;=== ::::i 1. 9 1. 9 
Tennessee.= =;;:: 29.4 29.4 === 
Texas ••• ::;=;;;;;;;;::;::==;;, 29. 4 29. 4 
utah •• ------= 2.8 2.8 
Vermont.;;;;==::;;;;;;;;;:;:;;=~ • 9 • 9 
Virginia •••• ;;;;;;;;= 3. l 20. 2 17. 1 
Washington __ ;;;;;;;;::;=:: • 3 21. 4 21.1 
West Virginia ••• :=-=::;==~-=::-:= 3. 6 3. 6 
Wisconsin •••• ::=::-: 73. 5 73. 5 =-.; 
Wyoming •••• =;;;;;;;;;;;;=~~-== .5 .5 
Guam _____ -;;::;-·::=::;===.:;;=.::==::: 
Puerto Rico •• =;:;;= 2. 7 2. 7 = . ::;..: ••• .: 

Virgin lslands • • -----------·-------------·---------------
American Samoa •••• ----------------··------------·--··--
Trust Territories of 

the Pacific Islands.--·--------------------------- -- -- ••• 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President. today 
I join the distinguished chairman of the 
Public Works Committee (Mr. RAN
DOLPH), my colleague Senator TuNNEY, 
and others, in a Senate joint resolution 
mandating the redesign of Environmen
tal Protection Agency regulations gov
erning distribution of funds under the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

Under EPA regulations as now pro
posed, some 150 California counties and 
cities will lose eligibility for $44.6 mil· 
lion in Federal funds. These California 
communities are clearly eligible for 
water treatment cost reimbursements as 
specified in the law. But EPA has drawn 
its regulations so narrowly as to exclude 
California entirely. 
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Mr. President, the Environmental 

Protection Agency has acted lllegally 
and outrageously in ignoring congres
sional intent. EPA's regulations, under 
which communities would be repaid for 
constructing publicly owned water treat
ment works, give the State of New York 
nearly $1 billion, but not a penny to 
California. 

This is not what the Congress had in 
mind when it passed the Water Pol
lution Control Act of 1972. Therefore, 
I am cosponsoring this resolution, which 
will send EPA back to the drawing board 
with its regulations. EPA must rewrite 
its regulations to conform with the law, 
thus making California eligible for its 
fair share of the water treatment funds. 
Also, EPA is directed to extend the ap
plication date for reimbursements 30 
days-to November 18-giving cities and 
counties more time to apply. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

s. 1 4 01 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I am to
day joining as a cosponsor of S. 1401, a 
bill to reinstate the effectiveness of the 
death penalty through the establishment 
of rational criteria for the mandatory 
Imposition of the sentence of death. 

In 1972 the Supreme Court held that 
Federal laws providing for the death 
penalty are unconstitutional, thus elim-
1nating the death penalty as an ap
propriate punishment and deterrent for 
some 10 crimes such as murder, treason, 
rape, air piracy,-and delivery of defense 
information to aid a foreign govern
ment. Additionally, the Supreme Court 
had held previously that certain statutes 
that authorize the death penalty are un
constitutional because, by permitting 
the jury rather than the court to impose 
the penalty, they inhibited the exercise 
of the right to demand a jury trial. S. 
1401 is designed to cure the defects re
vealed in these two Supreme Court cases, 
Furman v. Georgia, 408 U.S. 238 (1972), 
and United States v. Jackson, 390 U.S. 
570 (1968). 

Congress has been slow to follow the 
lead of the States in reinstituting the 
death penalty where it is authorized. At 
this time some 17 States, Arkansas, Col
orado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, In
diana, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New 
Mexico, Ohio, Texas, Utah, Wyoming, 
Arizona, and Tennessee, have apparently 
passed legislation which will revitalize 
the death penalty as an imposable sen
tence. Two other Stat es, Delaware and 
North Carolina, have apparently con
strued existing statutes as still viable de
spite the two Supreme Court cases. 

S. 1401 is applicable only to the more 
heinous of the Federal crimes calling for 
the death penalty: Wartime treason, sab
otage or espionage, or murder, commit
ted during the course of seven specified 
offenses or under other limited circum
stances. Even so, the penalty still cannot 
be imposed unless the factfinding tri
bunal determines that the act was aggra
vated by one or more specified circum
stances and that none of the enumerated 
mitigating factors was present. With its 
imposition thus proscribed, the death 

penalty will once again be fully effective 
consistent with the Supreme Court rul
ings. 

Mr. President, the American people de
mand early action on this issue. To en
able speedy consideration by the Senate, 
this measure was introduced separate 
from the voluminous Criminal Code Re
form Act of 1973 proposal, S. 1400, as well 
as being included as sections 2401 and 
2402 of that criminal code reform bill. It 
is my hope that the Senate will swiftly 
act upon the measure. 

s . 1687 

At the request of Mr. PROXMIRE, the 
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1687, a bill 
to repeal the act terminating Federal 
supervision over that property and mem
bers of the Menominee Tribe of Wiscon
sin as a federally recognized, sovereign 
Indian tribe. 

s. 2334 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2334, a bill to 
amend title 5, United States Code, to pro
vide for travel and transportation ex
penses on the return of an employee who 
was a past resident of certain areas out
side the continental United States from 
a post of duty in the continental United 
States. 

s. 2336 

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the Sena
tor from Arizona <Mr. FANNIN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2336, a bill 
to provide objective definitions of unitary 
school systems for uniform court enforce
ment of the Civil Rights Act, and to re
lieve the congestion of court calendars 
by providing for the orderly release of 
continuing Federal jurisdiction over de
segregated schools, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2397 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, under 
Public Law 93-66, a 5.9-percent social 
security increase is scheduled to become 
effective in June of 1974. I would like 
to add my name and my support to S. 
2397, as proposed by Senator CHURCH 
and others, to provide instead that a 7-
percent increase be made effective in 
January of 1974. In giving my support 
to this measure I feel that I am joining 
other Members of this body in an emer
gency action. 

Surely, if no other situation exists in 
the Nation today which deserves the 
label "emergency" the situation in which 
we have placed our senior citizens is one 
which does deserve that label. 

We Americans consider that we are 
citizens of one of the more advanced na
tions of the world-advanced both in 
technology and in our enlightened form 
of government. We are proud that less 
advantaged peoples turn to us for help 
when they are hungry or ill. We are 
proud that we are affluent enough to re
spond to those pleas with f orelgn aid both 
through government and private re
sources. Even in the face of mounting 
economic pressures, a worldwide fuel 
shortage, a world food supply crisis, and 
increasing international problems, we are 
being asked this year to support a $5 bil
lion increase in military spending and 
substantial military and other aid to less 

fortunate nations. As a leading indus
trial nation we have done all these things 
in the past and the administration is 
asking us to continue to do them in the 
future. We like to believe that as a na
tion we are well fed, well housed, healthy, 
warm in winter, and cool in summer-a 
successful nation full of hardworking 
and fortunate people. 

It therefore comes as a new shock each 
time we are forced to look at the real 
truth about our senior citizens. Yet a 
recent report from the Congress of 
Senior Citizens tells of retiree.. American 
workers who exist by living on dog food, 
by eating one · meal a day at a church
sponsored charity, by shoplifting-steal
ing vitamins and cans of tuna fish in 
order to stay alive. Is this the same 
America which prides itself on being a 
leader of the free world? 

The advance report_ of the Adminis
tration on Aging at HEW tells us that in 
1972 20 percent of all families and more 
than half of all individuals in the 65 and 
over age group in this America were listed 
at the "near poverty" and "poverty" 
levels. The median income of those over 
65 was less than half of that of other 
Americans: as though being old made it 
somehow possible to live by eating half 
a dinner or living in half a house. 

The National Council of Senior Citizens 
has said, quite simply, "Every older per
son should have sufficient income to as
sure the American standard of living." 
Now that seems a d.ecent goal, and one 
we would like to believe we could all ap
prove. In fact, with increases in social 
security and medicare and medicaid, we 
in Congress have thought that that goal 
was in sight. However, inflation has 
turned our plans upside down, and the 
real facts today are shocking. 

We must judge not by what we have 
said or what we ha.Ve wanted, but by what 
we have really accomplished. If we do 
that, I am afraid we must admit that the 
only goal we can claim to have achieved 
is a weak attempt to provide those on so
cial security with a less than poverty
level income. We cannot claim that so
cial security average payments provide 
anywhere near the Bureau of Labor 
"moderate" income standards that is 
enough to maintain health and self-suffi
ciency at moderate levels. That would re
quire $5,200 for a couple and $2,860 for 
single persons. More than half of all the 
elderly persons on social security are 
forced to live far below that level. 

In my own State of New Mexico the 
total number of persons receiving social 
security benefits is 127,136, and the bene
fits total a little over $15 million monthly. 
Simple arithmetic provides us with an 
average monthly benefit of only $117, or 
an annual income of $1,404. That is a 
figure well below the Department of 
Labor's poverty level. The national aver
age is $273 for a couple and $164 for a 
single worker, retired, and less than $160 
for a widow. Averages do not ten the 
whole story, of course, but it is important 
to note that all of these figures are near 
the poverty level or below it. The legisla
tion proposed in S. 2397 would raise those 
levels to $293 for couples, $177 for single 
retired workers, and $169 for widows. At 
the "old" poverty levels that would raise 
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most senior citizens above poverty-but 
of course inflation will make it necessary 
for the Bureau of Labor to rethink their 
figures as to what income level is needed 
to be in a nonpoverty group. All we are 
doing with the legislation I am discussing 
today is catching up to the "old" poverty 
figures. 

In 1972 we made an effort to correct 
the inequities resulting from inflation 
and an average social security income 
which had already become a poverty trap 
for the retired workers of this Nation. 
Because of the ceiling limitation on 
money which could be earned, even those 
older workers who were able to work to 
add to their social security income were 
trapped between sharply rising costs and 
a fixed maximum income. 

It was in an effort to break that trap 
that I introduced legislation earlier this 
year to raise the earned-income ceiling 
for social security recipients. 

The 1972 legislation, passed over the 
objections of the administration, in
creased social security payments by 20 
percent, and we further legislated a fu
ture increase of 5.9 percent to be effec
tive in 1974. We were forced to accept a 
delay until June of 1974 for the imple
mentation of that increase, and based 
our decision to accept that compromise 
on the administration predictions of only 
small increases this year in the CPI. 

No American is unaware, of course, of 
the economic facts which have shot those 
earlier predictions into a cocked hat. In
stead of the small increases predicted we 
have had skyrocketing inflation, and in
flation . which is most strong in food, 
housing, and medical care, which are the 
three areas most important in the budget 
of senior citizens. Very few older per
sons buy the expensive items which have 
had low rates of inflation since 1969: 
color TV sets, or whisky and beer. But 
the meat and poultry which cost $1 in 
1969 now cost $1.50 and $1 worth of 
fruits and vegetable now cost $1.42. The 
same 50-percent increase in 5 years is 
found in the cost of a hospital room and 
medical care. Even with medicare help
ing to pay part of the expenses, the out
of-pocket medical expenses of the aver
age senior .citizen are now higher than 
they were before medicare. Older persons 
pay six times as much for health care 
as other Americans, and medicare pays 
less than half of that cost. Thus medicare 
has become only a form of "catastrophy" 
insurance: a system where regular and 
preventive care is not covered or not 
covered sufficiently to make it practical. 
And even that care is under attack by 
the administration, which recently 
moved to decrease Federal support by 
asking that approximately $1 billion be 
cut from the Government's share of hos
pital and physician costs. 

The massive inflr:..tion in medical care 
cost.s hits every American, but it is most 
disastrous for our older ci':izens who need 
care the most. 

A record-shattering rise in the price of 
food last month resulted in a 1.9-percent 
rise in the cost of living for 1 month; 
that is more than 22 percent on an an-

nual basis. Most of that rise came from 
a rise in grocery store prices, a 7.7-per
cent rise for the month, which is an 
astounding rate of 92-percent increase 
on an annual. basis. For the senior citizen 
who pays almost one-third. of his small 
income for food, that makes eating a 
luxury he can no longer afford. So we 
find decent old people eating dogf ood 
and stealing vitamins. 

Housing, the budget item which takes 
34 percent of ~he average. senior citizen's 
income, has gone up more than 20 per
cent in 4 years, and property taxes and 
home maintenance costs have risen al
most 40 percent. Retired workers who 
had planned for a decent and comfort
able old age in their own homes are being 
forced by inflation to sell and become 
renters in an inflated rent market. 

Mr. President, it is clear from all of 
these figures that an immediate increase 
in the social security benefit is an emer
gency need, one that cannot wait for 
many months while we struggle to con
tain an economy already beyond the con
trol of our older citizens. The retired 
workers of this Nation did not create 
the teetering economic policy which has 
encouraged inflation. We can no longer 
ask them to suffer the indignities of 
poverty in an affort to control it. 

It is true that we mus~ make difficult 
decisions and reexamine every spending 
bill with care in ilght of our present real 
needs. I am sure that this Congress will 
~o that. But we must cut spending where 
we can do it sensibly. To deny this in
~rease in social security benefits is not 
~ensible or even humane. 
. I am pround to joir.. my name tot.hose 
l..: Senators CHURCH, RIBICOFF, CRANSTON, 
CLARK, PELL, and HART, in support of 
S. 2397, to _provide a 7-percent social 
security increase effective in January of 
1974. I urge the unanimous support of 
my colleagues for this legislation. 

S.2439 

· At the request of Mr. HELMS, the Sena
tor from North Carolina. (Mr. ERVIN) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2439, a bill 
to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act of 1968 by designating~ segment of 
the New River as a potential component 
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. 

s. 2453 

At the request of Mr. STEVENSON, the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. HOL
LINGS), the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
PERCY), and the Senator from Tennes
see <Mr. BAKER) were added as cospon
sors of S. 2453, to amend section 203 of 
the Economic Stabilization Act in regard 
to the authority conferred by that sec
tion with respect to petroleum products. 

s. 2482 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) 
was added as a cosponsor of s. 2482, a 
bill to amend the Small Business Act. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 124 

At the request of Mr. NELSON, the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) 
was added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint 
Resolution 124, to establish a Joint Com
mittee on Individual Rights. 

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT OF CLARK 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the distinguished Sena tor from 
Iowa (Mr. CLARK), he presented an 
amendment to H.R. 9286, the pending 
business, which reads as follows: 

On page 18, line 18, strike out "$3,628, 700,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$2,971 ,000". 

Leaving out three zeroes. 
I ask unanimous consent that a star 

print be made available with the correc
tion showing the three zeros in there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 546 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. THURMOND (for himself and Mi: 
TOWER) submitted an amendment in
tended to be proposed by them jointly 
to the bill <H.R. 9286) to authorize ap
propriations during the fiscal year 1974 
for procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, 
torpedoes, and other weapons, and re
search, development, test and evaluation 
for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe 
the authorized personnel strength for 
each active duty component and of the 
Selected Reserve of each Reserve com
ponent of the Armed Forces, and the 
military training student loads, and for 
other purposes . 

AMENDMENT NO. 547 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 
· Mr. THURMOND (for himself and. 
Mr. SYMINGTON) submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by them 
jointly to the bill <H.R. 9286) , supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 549 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
CRANSTON, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. MATHIAS, 
Mr. STEVENSON, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. NEL
SON, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. 
McGOVERN, Mr. METCALF, Mr. PROXMIRE, 
Mr. HASKELL, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. MONDALE, 
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. CANNON, Mr. TUN
NEY, Mr. ABOUREZK, and Mr. CLARK) sub
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them jointly to the bill <H.R. 
9286), supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 552 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. GOLDWATER submitted an 
amendment to be proposed by him to the 
bill <H.R. 9286), supra. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE APPRO· 
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION-
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 548 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., submitted 
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an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill <S. 2436) to authorize 
appropriations for the Department of 
State and for other purposes. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND NA
TIONAL PRIORITIES ACT OF 1973-
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 550 

(Ordered to be printed and referred to 
the Committee on Government Oper
ations.) 
TARGETS FIRST, BUDGET ACTION LATER: AN ALTER• 

NATIVE FOR CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET CONTROL, 
METCALF-SAXBE AMENDMENT TO S. 1541, 

BUDGET CONTROL BILL 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) is the 
ranking minority member of the Sub
committee on Budgeting, Management, 
and Expenditures of the Committee on 
Government Operations. Recently that 
subcommittee recommended an amended 
version of S. 1541, the congressional 
budget control bill, for consideration by 
the full committee. There follows an 
alternative approach to S. 1541 which I 
submit today, with Senator SAXBE as a 
cosponsor, as an amendment in the na
ture of a substitute. 

1. PURPOSE AND EXPLANATION OF THE 
AMENDMENT 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
establish procedures by which Congress 
can examine and determine appropriate 
budgetary requirements for each fiscal 
year, and provide the maximum :flexibil
ity to committees and Members to iden
tify national priorities within these re
quirements and to legislate such controls 
over spending, revenues, and debt as may 
be necessary to meet such priorities and 
budgetary requirements. The approach 
here-which differs measurably from S. 
1541-is to provide the legislative com
mittees and the Congress with adequate 
time and lnf ormation to develop their 
spending and revenue programs in line 
with budgetary targets or guidelines, and 
then after all of the legislation is com
pleted, to provide for a second look at the 
budgetary requirements, and reconcile by 
legislation spending and revenues to con
form to an appropriate deficit or surplus 
in line with program needs and eco
nomic conditions. 

Such purpose and approach would be 
accomplished by, among other things, the 
following features in the substitute 
amendment: 

The executive departments and agen
cies will be required to submit their gen
eral budget estimates for the coming fis
cal year to a new Congressional Office of 
the Budget-COB-by September 15. 
These estimates should identify sepa
rately, first, the cost of existing pro
grams, activities, and services; second, 
and the cost of proposed new and ex
panded programs, activities, and serv
ices. 

The budget committees and legislative 
committees will then begin hearings ar..d 
studies on the forthcoming budget 9 
months before the beginning of the new 
fiscal year. 

The COB will report to Congress not 
later than November 1 on alternative 
levels of revenues and outlays based on 

its own estimates. Such report shall 
include the amount of revenue loss at
tributable to "tax expenditures," esti
mated costs of current services and 
programs, the estimated eosts of new 
services and programs, and such other 
information as may be required for 
preparation of a congressional budget. 

The President will submit his budget 
to Congress as at present. This should 
also include "the current services bud
get," plus 5-year projections for expen
ditures and revenues, including "tax
expenditures." Tax expenditures are au
thority provided by law to allow any 
exclusion or deduction from gross in
come, or which provides a preferential 
rate of tax or a deferral of tax liability, 
and which results in Federal revenue 
losses. 

The budget committees will hold hear
ings on the President's budget 15 days 
after its submission. 

The COB and congressional commit
tees will make reports to budget com
mittees, which shall prepare and submit 
the first concurrent resolution to respec
tive Houses by March 1. 

2. BUDGET COMMITTEES 

There will be separate budget com
mittees for the House and Senate. Mem
bers will be selected by party caucus in 
the Senate. The House may choose any 
method of appointing the members to the 
budget committee that it may desire. To 
the greatest extent possible they should 
be representative of the legislative com
mittees, including the appropriations and 
finance committees, but their composi
tion should be a total membership deci
sion. To insure broad participation, mem
bership on budget committees shall be 
limited to 6 successive years, with mem
bers serving staggered terms. 

The budget committees will be given 
jurisdiction over five basic areas of budg
et control: First, the concurrent resolu
tions--congressional budget; second, 
legislation exercising new backdoor 
spending; third, legislation reconciling 
all spending measures with the total ceil
ings set forth in the congressional budg
et-where appropriations or finance com
mittees do not act; fourth, legislation ex
ercising new tax-expenditure authority; 
and fifth, concurrent resolutions on 
Presidential impoundment messages. 

3. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS 

The first concurrent resolution
budget resolution-would be passed by 
April 15. It will set overall "targets" for 
guidance of the Congress in action on 
spending and revenue legislation effec
tive for the coming fiscal year. It will in
clude: First, total limitations on new 
budget authority and outlays; second, 
estimated revenues; third, estimated 
deficit or surplus; fourth, appropriate 
deficit or surplus based on economic con
ditions; and fifth, appropriate levels of 
revenue and the public debt. 

The report accompanying the first 
concurrent resolution will contain a 
breakdown of spending categories--ap
propriation bills, Federal programs and 
services, and permanent appropria
tions-arrived at in establishing the total 
limitations on new budget authority and 
outlays. It will also set forth the amount, 

if any, by which revenues or the debt 
limit should be increased or decreased. 

Floor action. The coneurrent resolu
tion would be handled on the floor under 
existing rules and procedures. 

Authorizations for new budget au
thority must be completed prior to be
ginning of the fiscal year-by June 30. 
The Congress can waive this require
ment by enacting a resolution reported 
by the budget committees to meet emer
gencies and unforeseen contingencies. 

Scorekeeping. Appropriation measures 
and bills exercising new backdoor spend
ing go forward, but they would be sub
ject to extensive scorekeeping procedures 
to keep Congress informed as to how its 
actions correspond to the recommended 
targets in the first concurrent resolution. 

The second concurrent resolution re
vising or reaffirming the totals in the 
first concurrent resolution, on the 
basis of changes in economic conditions, 
revenue estimates, and spending actions 
must be reported by the budget com
mittees by September 15. 

The totals here would reflect the new 
budget authority and outlays already ap
proved by Congress, as well as amounts 
estimated for supplemental appropria
tions and for uncontrollables. 

If, based on the total outlays and the 
estimated total revenues set forth in 
such resolution, the amount of the def
icit or surplus is different from that set 
forth as the appropriate deficit or sur
plus, the resolution shall specify and di
rect the amount by which Federal rev
enue shall be increased or decreased by 
legislation reported by the tax-writing 
committees, or the amount by which new 
budget authority or outlays shall be de
creased by legislation reported by the 
appropriations committees, or a combi
nation of both. 

The report accompanying the second 
concurrent resolution could recom
mend those areas of new budget au
thority which should be rescinded or re
served, to bring total spending in line 
with expenditure ceiling in the second 
concurrent resolution. It could also 
recommend the sources of any changes 
to be made in revenue legislation to meet 
the appropriate deficit figure. 

If either House's appropriations or 
revenue committees fail to report legis
lation called for by concurrent resolu
tion within 15 days of its approval, the 
Committee on the Budget of that House 
is authorized to report such legislation. 

4. ANTI-IMPOUNDMENT TITLE 

This would provide that any impound
ments initiated by the President must 
be reported to Congress, and Congress is 
given 60 days to ratify such action, oth
erwise such impoundments cannot be 
continued. This title follows closely S. 
373, except that the budget committees 
have jurisdiction for reporting resolu
tion on the President's impoundment 
messages. 

Thus, Congress can establish its own 
priorities by passing a spending recon
ciliation bill or revenue legislation, to 
conform to its budget, but if it fails to 
act, and the initiative for fiscal control 
shifts t.o the President, any action by 
him would still be subject to congres
sional review and potential action. 
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5. OTHER PROVISIONS 

The amendment provides for 5-year 
budget authority and expenditure pro
jections, evaluation of existing pro
grams, and pilot testing of new programs 
as a means of budget control. It fur
ther provides for congressional control 
leadership in development of Federal fis
cal, budgetary, and program-related data 
and information systems, including the 
standardization of terminology and clas
sifications, and the ready availability of 
such information to Congress. 

COMMENT 

The advantage of this budget ap
proach is the flexibility it would give to 
the Congress in developing spending and 
revenue policy, with a minimum of pro
cedural roadblocks. 

After going through the authoriza
tion/appropriation process, Congress 
would then have a range of options when 
it comes to consider the definitive 
budget--the second concurrent resolu
tion. For instance, it might determine 
that the total new budget authority and 
outlays as approved by congressional ac
tion were necessary. It might decide that 
revenue changes were necessary to sup
port these totals and hold the appro
priate deficit. Or it might decide that 
such revenue changes were not needed, 
and the increased deficit--total outlays 
over revenues-would not sufficiently 
disturb the economic situation. 

On the other hand, Congress might 
determine that the total of spending ac
tion was too large, or that it resulted in 
too great a deficit, and that it would be 
necessary to limit the spending-by re
cision or reserving expenditure-or to 
combine such limitations with a more 
modest revenue change. 

Conversely, Congress might determine 
that in the light of the new totals, the 
deficit would be too small, and that a tax 
cut might be in order. By the time the 
second concurrent resolution is consid
ered, we will know, first, what the coun
try needs by way of expenditures; and 
second, what the economy can afford. 
The debate on this concurrent resolution 
would involve this dialog. 

Thus, there would be a constant inter
play between the Executive and the Con
gress on these alternatives since the ac
tion by Congress in reconciling the 
budget is accomplished by legislation 
which must go to the President. Further
more any action relating to impound
ments taken by the President would 
come back to Congress for review. 

REASONS BEHIND THE AMENDMENT 

Even though Senator SAXBE has joined 
me in the sponsorship of the amendment 
in the form of a substitute to S. 1541, the 
following commentary is mine alone. 

Mr. President, the Subcommittee on 
Budgeting, Management and Expendi
tures was established by the Senate Gov
ernment Operations Committee to inves
tigate and prepare legislation with re
spect to the broad field of budget and 
management control. One of the sub
committee's first tasks was to hold hear
ings and consider legislation-20 bills
directed to improving congressional con
trol over the Nation's budget. Some 30 
witnesses testified to a range of alterna-

tives from the recommendations of the 
Joint Study Committee on Budget Con
trol to the suggestion that no budget re
form was needed. 

Early in the subcommittee considera
tion, it became evident that a decision 
had to be made on the general approach 
which a congressional budget process 
would take. 

The Joint Study Committee had rec
ommended a procedure in which ceilings 
for major spending categories were fixed 
by concurrent resolution early in the ses
sion and were binding on all money bills 
for the coming fiscal year unless waived 
by a two-thirds vote. Such ceilings
which were in the nature of rules-could 
be changed by subsequent concurrent 
resolutions as the needs and economy of 
the Nation might require, but the basic 
objective here was to establish expendi
ture limits in line with fixed revenue and 
debt levels and require the Congress to 
stay within this predetermined budget. 

S. 1541, which was introduced by 
Chairman ERVIN, became the basic vehi
cle for subcommittee consideration. Ex
cept for certain modifications relating 
to the makeup of budget committees, 
amendment procedures and backdoor 
spending, it still contained a relatively 
rigid approach to budget control very 
similar to that recommended by the 
Joint Study Committee. 

At least four of the nine members of · 
the subcommittee objected to the rigidity 
of this approach. Their objections re-_ 
fleeted the concerns being expressed by 
many others in and out of Congress, both 
liberal and conservative, that .the proce
dures required by the bill would frustrate 
the work of approp1iations and legisla
tive committees and would probably bog 
down in their own complexity and rigid
ity. 

Many knowledgeable members argued 
that Congress did not have enough time 
and information to make such decisions 
that would lock in the legislative and ap
propriations committees to a set of pri
orities before the work of Congress had 
1:eally begun. They saw a dangerous shift 
of power to the new budget committees 
which were given sole authority to pro
pose the spending and revenue limita
tions. They saw this danger compounded 
if the membership of such committees 
were unrepresentative of Congress as a 
whole. 

They further argued that the estab
lishment of early ceilings, rather than 
objectives, particularly subceilings with 
respect to ar,propriation subcommittees 
~d program categories, would place 
Congress in a straitjacket or ... spend
ing before its appropriations process had 
been given a chance to review and com
plete its own order of priorities. Appro
priations subcommittees would be re
duced to the role of cutting and shifting 
funds under arbitrary limitations, 
rather than reflecting changing needs. 

They pointed out that the rules in S. 
1541 and in S. 1641, the Joint Study Com
mittee bill, for amending the concurrent 
resolutions-budget limitations-and the 
spending bills provide for complicated 
"consistency" requirements which could 
result in legislative entanglements, un
toward debate, and even budget or 

spending priorities counter to the will 
of the majority. 

The nature of the process, they said, 
could possibly lead to undue control in 
the hands of a few to the detriment of 
the many who sought a more liberal ap
proach to budget setting and spending, 
and revenue policy. 

Finally, it was suggested that as a first 
step toward budget reform, such com
prehensive and controversial changes in 
the rule of each House, as imposed by S. 
1541, might result in no budget reform 
at all. 

Despite these objections to the Joint 
Study Committee approach, the subcom
mittee voted to adopt it in S. 1541 by a 
vote of 5 to 4, a close vote, and to 
report the bill to the full committee 
where it is presently scheduled for mark
up. I voted against this approach, but I 
voted for the bill in order to have it re
ported for committee, and I hope, Senate 
consideration. 

Two major alternative approaches 
were debated at length in the subcom
mittee, and were rejected. They reflected 
an effort to find a more flexible mechan
ism for arriving at a budget, and follow
ing its requirements. 

One alternative would have establish
ed by concurrent - resolution budget 
totals-spending, revenues, appropriate 
defiicit or surplus--early in the session 
which would be ''targets" or recom
mendations to guide the authorizing and 
appropriations committees and Congress. 
Recommended targets for spending 
categories could be contained in the res
olution report. Elaborate scorekeeping 
procedures would keep Members in
formed of how they were doing as they 
went along. There could be a "second 
look" at these recommendations in the 
fall to take into consideration economic 
changes and program needs. However, 
action in line with these recommenda
tions would be up to Congress, and the 
only incentive to follow the budget 
would be the possibility of Presidential 
fiscal action. 

Another suggested approach was more 
restrictive, but not as severe as in S. 1541. 
This would establish by resolution budget 
totals, including subtotals for appropria
tions committees and spending categor
ies, again early in the session which 
would provide targets for the committees 
and for floor action. However, it would 
require that all spending and revenue ac
tion for the fiscal year be reconciled with 
the budget totals. This reconciliation 
process would allow Congress to take a 
look at its action subsequent to the adop
tion of a recommended budget, and ad
just its spending and revenues in re
sponse to what it then determines to be 
its priorities and economic needs. Recon
ciliation could take several forms: An 
omnibus appropriation bill; a bill re
scinding or reserving already enacted 
spending measures; revenue legislation; 
or various combinations of all three. The 
reconciliation legislation could come in 
response to a second concurrent resolu
tion-reaffirming or revising the first 
concurrent resolution, or it could in itself 
reflect these budgetary decisions through 
its readjustment of the spending and 
revenue commitment for the fiscal year. 
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Another approach which was discussed 

at subcommittee sessions, but not acted 
upon, was the suggestion that the appro
priations process be strengthened to pro
vide budgetary overview and spending 
control. The Appropriations Committee 
would report its bills-appropriations 
and "backdoor" spending measures, 
under this approach-and Congress 
would act as it now does, but the legis
lation would be returned to the Appro
priations Committee. After all the spend
ing measures had been acted upon, the 
committe would be required to bring back 
an omnibus app;opriation measure which 
would include the appropriations and 
backdoor spending action taken plus a 
substitute amendment containing what it 
believed to be the necessary changes 
which should be made in the light of 
fiscal and economic realities at the time. 
A variation of this would include revenue 
changes reported by the finance com
mittees, or would provide an open rule 
for revenue amendments. In any event, 
this would give Congress a chance to act 
through debate and amendment on all 
spending for the fiscal year in line with 
the appropriate deficit-or surplus
revenue, debt, and other budget require
ments. 

The range of the debate on this omni
bus appropriations-budget bill boggles 
the mind, but there is ample precedent 
for the approach in the legislative budget 
process of State governments. The dan
ger, of course, is that too many basic mat
ters may get buried in the complexity of 
the legislation. 

Proponents of these alternatives to the 
Joint Study Committee approach all ex
press the intent-or hope--that action 
on authorization and appropriations bills 
be completed before, or shortly after the 
beginning of the fiscal year. 

To lengthen the time span, it has been 
suggested that the fiscal year be pushed 
up, or as in the case of S. 1541, the Presi
dent's budget be pushed back. The fiscal 
year change has gained a range of sup
port recently in connection with budget 
reform. The Comptroller General has 
recommended an October 1 date. Others 
see the calendar year-January 1 to De
cember 31-as more appropriate. 

Under the calendar year approach, 1t 
was suggested that the President send 
up his budget in January for a year 
ahead, and Congress proceed to debate 
and adopt its budget for that following 
:fiscal year. During the session the au
thorization and appropriations process 
can go forward and budgetary adjust
ments can be made over a 10-month pe
riod without the anxiety of legislating for 
a. fiscal year which has already begun, It 
has been further suggested that year
advance budgeting could be expanded to 
2- and 3-year advance budgets, subject 
to yearly adjustments. Similarly, it is 
argued that where necessary, adjust
ments can be made in present fiscal year 
budgets while Congress is working on the 
year ahead. 

A change in the fiscal year and ad
vance budgeting may be alien to the con
ventional pace and mode of congressional 
political action. It may be difficult for 
Members to concentrate on hypothetical 
budgets 2 and 3 years away-when they 

may not even be in Congress to enjoy 
them. Our style has been to deal with 
the immediate crises and the immediate 
political and economic realities. But 
these innovations deserve serious atten
tion by the Congress, particularly when 
it is reaching for a new and flexible proc
ess for budget control. 

With these alternatives in mind, Sen
ator SAXBE and I have tried to fashion 
an approach which would provide for the 
greatest amount of flexibility commen
surate with budgetary responsibility, un
der the least amount of procedural com
plexity and restraint. I am not wedded 
to this approach in all its partciular. I 
certainly welcome any criticism or im
provements with respect to the legisla
tion. I want an effective, responsible 
budget control bill. I doubt if S. 1541 is 
the right way to go about congressional 
budget reform. I feel we should explore 
very carefully the other approaches be
fore we embrace in any manner the Joint 
Study Committee recommendations, or 
modifications thereof as are incorporated 
in S. 1541 as amended. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the proposed amendment to 
S. 1541 in the nature of a substitute be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No, 660 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert the following: 
That this Act may be cited as the "Con

gressional Budget and National Priorities 
Act of 1973". 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 2. For purposes of this Act-
( l) The terms "budget outlays" and "out

lays" mean, with respect to any fiscal year, 
expenditures of funds under budget author
ity during the fiscal year. 

(2) The term "budget authority" means 
authority provided by law to enter into obli
gations which w1l1 result in immediate or 
future outlays. 

(3) The term "tax expenditure authority" 
means authority provided by law to allow 
any exclusion or deduction from gross in
come, or which provides a preferential rate 
of tax or a deferral of tax liabllity, and which 
results in Federal revenue losses. 

TITLE I-ESTABLISHMENT OF SENATE 
AND HOUSE BUDGET COMMITrEES 

BUDGET COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE 

SEc. 101. (a) Paragraph 1 of Rule XXV 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate ls 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subparagraph: 

"(r) (1) Committee on the Budget, to 
which committee shall be referred all pro
posed legislation, messages, petitions, me:rp.o
rlals, and other matters relating to--

" (A) Establishment of limitations on 
budget outlays and on new budget authority 
of the United States Government. 

"(B) Determination of the a.mount, if any, 
by which budget outlays should exceed reve
nues, or revenues should exceed budget out
lays, considering economic conditions and 
such other factors as may be relevant to such 
determination. 

"(C) Determination of the appropriate lev
el of Federal revenues, and the appropriate 
level of public debt of the United States. 

"(D) The exercise of nev· advance budget 
authority within the meaning of section 402 
of the Con gressional Budget and National 
Priorities Act of 1973. 

"(E) The exercise of new tax expenditure 

authority within the meaning of Section 403 
of the Congressional Budget and National 
Priorities Act of 1973. 

"(F) The control of impoundment in ac
cordance with provisions of Title VI of the 
Congressional Budget and National Prior
ities Act of 1973. 

"(2) Such committee shall h ave t he addi
tional duty to--

"(A) Study on a continuing basis the op
eration of the Congressional budget proce~ 
and recommend to the Senate improvements 
in such process with a view toward strength
ening Congress and enabling it better to 
meet its responsibilities under the Constit u
tion of the United States. 

"(B) Study on a continuing basis the ef
fect of existing and proposed legislation on 
budget outlays and report the results of such 
studies on the Senate, and 

"(C) Review on a continuing basis the 
functions and operation of the Congressional 
Office of the Budget." 

(b) Rule XXV of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"8. (a) The Committee on the Budget 
shall consist of fifteen members. 

"(b) The provisions of paragraph 6 re
lating to membership on committees, shall 
not apply to service of a Senator on the Com
mittee on the Budget. 

"(c) (1) Membership on the Committee on 
the Budget shall be divided into three classes 
with five seats in each class. The members 
first elected to the committee shall, by lot, 
determine the class to which their seats are 
assigned. Thereafter, members elected to the 
committee shall be elected to a seat in one of 
the three classes. 

"(2) A member assigned or elected to a seat 
in the first class during the 93rd, 94th or 95th 
Congress shall not be eligible to serve on the 
committee during the 96th Congress. A mem
ber elected to a seat in the :first class during 
any period of three consecutive congressen 
beginning with the 96th Congress and every 
fourth congress thereafter, shall not be eli
gible to serve on the committee during the 
congress immediately following such period. 

"(3) A member assigned or elected to a 
seat in the second class during the 93rd or 
94th Congress shall not be eligible to serve 
on the committee during the 95th Congress. 
A member elected to .a seat in the second 
class during any period of three consecutive 
congresses beginning with the 95th Congress 
and every fourth congress thereafter shall not 
be eligible to serve on the committee during 
the Congress immediately following such 
period. 

" ( 4) A member assigned or elected to a seat 
in the third class during the 93rd Congress 
shall not be eligible to serve on the committee 
during the 94th Congress. A member elected 
to a seat in the third class during any period 
of three consecutive Congress, beginning 
with the 94th Congress and every fourth Con
gress thereafter, shall not be eligible to serve 
on the committee during the Congress im
mediately following such period." 
TITLE II-CONGRESSIONAL OFFICE OF 

THE BUDGET 
ESTABLISHlllIENT OF OFFICE 

SEC. 201. (a) IN GENERAL.-There is hereby 
established an office of the Congress to be 
known as the Congressional Office of the 
Budget (hereafter in this title referred to as 
the "Office"). There shall be in the Office a 
Director and a Deputy Director who shall be 
appointed by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President pro tem
pore of the Senate with the approval of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, 
given by resolution of each House. The De
puty Director shall perform such duties as 
may be assigned to him by the Director. an d 
during the absence or incapacit y of the 
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'Director, or during a vacancy in that office, 
shall a.ct as the Director. 

(b) The Director and Deputy Director 
shall be appointed without regard to political 
affiliation and solely on the basis of their 
fitness to perform their duties. 

( c) The Director and Deputy Director sha:.1 
serve at the pleasure of the S :nate and the 
House of Representatives and may be re
moved by either House by resolution. 

(d) The Director shall receive the same 
compensation as the Comptroller General of 
the United States. The Deputy Di::ector shall 
be pa.id at the highest rate of basic pay set 
forth in the General Schedule of uction 5332 
of title 5, United States Code. 

( e) PEasoNNEL.-The Director shall ap
point and fix the compensation of such pro
fessional, technical, clerical and other per
sonnel as may be nece&sary to carry out the 
duties and functions of the Office. All per
sonnel of the Office shall be appointed with
out regard to political &.ffiliation and solely 
on the basis of their fitness to perform their 
duties. For purposes of pay and employment 
benefits, rights, and privileges, personnel of 
the office shall be treated as 1f they were 
employees of the House of Representatives. 

(f) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-In carry
ing out the duties and functions of the Office, 
th, Director may procure the temporary (not 
to exceed one year) or intermittent services 
of experts or consultants or organizations 
thereof by contract as independent contrac
tors, or in the case ~f individual experts or 
consultants by employment at rates of pay 
not in excess of the daily equivalent of the 
highest rate of pay set forth in the General 
Schedule of section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(g) UTILIZATION OF SE:tVICES, ETC.-In 
carrying out the duties and functions of the 
Office, the Director may, as agreeci upon with 
the head of any depanutent, agency, or estab
lishment of the ..,xecutive branch of Gov
ernment or regulatory agency or commis
sion, utilize the services, facilities, and per
sonnel of such department, agency, or estab
lishment or such regulatory agency or com
mission. The utilization of ,uch services, 
facilities, and personnel may be with or with
out reimbursement of the Office as may be 
agreed to. 

(g) APPROPRIATIONS.-There are hereby au
thorized to be appropriated to the Office for 
each fiscal year such sums as may be neces
sary t..> enable it to carry out its duties and 
functions. 

Until sums are first appropriated to the 
Office pursuant to the preceding sentence, 
the expenses of the Offi<::e shall be paid, 
upon vouchers approved by the Director, one
half from the contingent fund of the Senate 
and one-half from the contingent fund of 
the House of Representatives. 

DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS 
SEC. 202. (a) ASSISTANCE To BUDGET CoM

MI'ITEES.-lt shall be the duty and function 
of the Office to provide information to the 
Committees on the Budget of both Houses 
with respect to the budget, appropriation 
b1lls, other bllls authorizing or providing 
budget authority, revenues, receipts and esti
mated future revenues and receipts, and 
changing revenue conditions. The Office shall 
also ;?rovide to the Committee on the Budget 
of either House such other information as 
such committee may request. At the request 
of the Committee on the Budget of either 
House, personnel of the Office shall be as
signed, on a temporary basis, to assist such 
committee. 

(b) ASSISTANCE TO OTHER COMMITrEES AND 
MEMBERS.-At the request of any other com
mittee of the Senate or the House of Repre
sentatives, any joint committee of the Con
gress, or any Member of the Senate or the 
House, the Office shall provide to such com
mittee, Joint com.mJttee, or Member any tn-

formation compiled in carrying out the first 
sentence of subsection (a) a.nd shall, to the 
extent practicable, provide other informa
tion requested with respect to the budget, 
appropriation bllls, other bllls authorizing 
or providing budget authority, revenues, re
ceipts, estimated future revenue and receipts 
changing revenue conditions, and related in
formation. At the request of any such com
mittee, joint committee, or Member, per
sonnel of the Office may be assigned, on a 
temporary basis, to assist such committee, 
joint committee, or Member with respect to 
matter directly related to the items enumer
a ted in the preceding sentence. 

(1) The Office shall review, on a continu
ir.g basis, the needs of the various commit
tees and Members of Congress for fiscal, 
budgetary, and program information and 
shall recommend to the Congress and to the 
executive agencies, as appropriate, improve
ments in developing a.nd reporting such in
formation to meet these needs most effec
tively. 

(2) The Office shall develop, establish, and 
maintain an up-to-date inventory and di
rectory of information sources and systems, 
including but not limited to such systems 
operated by executive agencies, containing 
fiscal, budgetary, and program data and in
formation, and shall provide upon request 
assistance to committees, joint committees, 
and Members of Congress in securing and 
analyzing such information from the sources 
identified in such inventory and directory. 

(c) USE OF COMPUTERS AND OTHER TECH
NIQUES.-The Director is authorized to pur
chase, lease, or otherwise utilize computer 
capability, to obtain the services of experts 
and consultants in modern data processing 
technology, and to develop techniques for the 
evaluation of budgetary requirements in 
carrying out the duties and functions of the 
Office. 

(1) The Director shall, to the extent he 
deems necessary, develop, establish, and 
maintain a central file or files of the data 
and information required to carry out the 
purposes of this act. Such a file or files shall 
be established to meet recurring require
ments of the Congress for fiscal, budgetary 
and program data and information and shall 
include, but not be limited to, data and 
information pertaining to budget requests, 
congressional authority to obligate and 
spend, apportionment and reserve actions, 
and obligations and expenditures. Such a file 
or files and their indexes shall be maintained 
in such a manner as to facilitate their use 
by the committees of both Houses, joint 
committees, and other congressional agen
cies through modern data processing and 
communications techniques. 

REPORTING REQUiltEMENTS 
SEC. 203. (a) REPORT ON REVENUES AND 

OUTLAYs.-Not later than November 1 of each 
year, and based on his estimates of revenues 
expected to be received by the United States 
Government during the ensuing fiscal year, 
the Director shall report to the Congress with 
respect to alternative levels of revenues and 
outlays for the fiscal year. Such report shall 
also set forth-

( I) The a.mounts of revenue losses attrib
utable to provisions of the Federal tax laws 
which allow an exclusion or deduction from 
gross income or which provide a preferential 
rate of tax or a deferral of tax liability 
( commonly referred to as "ta.x expendi
tures"). 

(2) The estimated costs of existing pro
grams, activities and services, the estimated 
costs of proposed new programs, and the esti
mated costs of changes in or expansion of 
existing programs, activities, and services, as 
submitted to the Office by the officers and 
employees of the departments and establish
ments in accordance with requirements of 
sections 502, 503, and 505 of this Act. 

(b) The Director may at any time there-

after submit subsequent reports to the Con
gress revising the report required by sub
section (a) . 

( C) PROJECTION OF REVENUES AND BUDGET 
OUTLAYS.-The Director shall develop infor
mation with respect to the effect of existing 
laws on revenues and outlays during the 
current fiscal year and the ensuing four 
fiscal years and shall report such informa
tion to the Congress as he deems necessary. 

(d) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS OF JOINT COM
MITTEE ON REDUCTION OF FEDERAL EXPENDI
TURES.-The duties and functions of the 
Joint Committee on Reduction of Federal 
Expenditures are transferred to the Office, 
and the Joint Committee is hereby abolished. 

POWERS TO OBTAIN DATA 
SEC. 204. (a) SECURING OF DATA.-The Di

rector is authorized to secure from any exec
utive department, office, board, bureau, 
agency, independent establishment, or in
strumentality of the Government, informa
tion, data, estimates, and statistics required 
by the Office to carry out its duties and func
tions or the purposes of this Act. 

(b) FURNISHING OF DATA.-Executive de
partments, offices, boards, bureaus, agencies, 
independent establishments and instru
mentalities are authorized and directed to 
furnish such information, data, estimates, 
and statistics to the Director, upon request 
made pursuant to this section. 

( C) SERVICES OF OTHER CONGRESSIONAL 
AGENcms.-The Director is authorized to ob
tain all existing information, data, estimates, 
and statistics developed by the General Ac
counting Office, the Library of Congress, and 
the Office of Technology Assessment in the 
normal course of their operations and activ
ities. Requests for information, and the 
compliance with such requests, pursuant to 
this subsection, shall be in accordance with 
procedures to be developed and agreed upon 
between the Director and the Comptroller 
General, the Librarian of Congress, and the 
Technology Assessment Board, respectively. 

(1) In carrying out the duties and func
tions of the Office, the Director may, as 
agreed upon with the Comptroller General, 
the Librarian of Congress, and the Tech
nology Assessment Board, utilize the services, 
facilities, and personnel of the General Ac
counting Office, the Library of Congress, and 
the Office of Technology Assessment, as the 
case may be. The utilization of such services, 
facilities, and personnel may be with or with
out reimbursement by the Office as may be 
agreed to. 

(2) The Comptroller General, the Librarian 
of Congress, and the Technology Assessment 
Board are authorized to provide the Office 
such services, facilities and personnel under 
this subsection. 

(3) Except as otherwise specifically pro
vided, nothing in this title shall be construed 
as modifying any existing authorities or re
sponsibilities of the General Accounting Of
fice, the Library of Congress, and the Office of 
Technology Assessment. 

TITLE III-ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 
ON THE BUDGET 

ACTION ON CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
SEC. 301. (a) ACTION To BE COMPLETED 

ABoUT APRIL 1.-0n or before April 1 of each 
year, the Congress shall complete action on 
a concurrent resolution setting forth for the 
fiscal year beginning on July 1 of that year-

( I) limitations on total new bUdget 
authority and total budget outlays; 

(2) the estimated revenues to be received 
and the major sources thereof, and the esti
mated surplus or deficit, if any, based upon 
such estimated revenues and the limitation 
on outlays set forth pursuant to paragraph 
(1); 

(3) the amount, if any, by which revenues 
should exceed budget outlays or budget out
lays should exceed revenues considering 
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economic conditions and such other factors 
as may be relevant to such determination; 

(4) the appropriate level of Federal rev
enues and the public debt based upon the 
a.mount of surplus or deficit set forth pur
suant to para.graph (3); 

(5) such other matters relating to the 
budget a.s may be appropriate to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 

(b) HEARINGS BY COMMITTEES ON THE 
BUDGET.-Within fifteen days after its trans
mittal to the Congress each year, the Com
mittees on the Budget of each House shall 
begin hearings on the Budget of the U.S. 
Government. 

(1) In holding such hearings, the com
mittee shall receive testimony from tlie Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Chairman of the Council of Economic Ad
visors, and such other persons as the com
mittees deem appropriate. 

(2) Prior to such hearings, the Committees 
on Appropriations and Fina.nee of the Senate 
shall submit their views and estimates to 
the Committee on the Budget of the Senate, 
the Committees on Appropriations and Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives 
shall submit their views and estimates to 
the Committee on the Budget of the House, 
and the Joint Economic Committee and the 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Tax
ation shall submit their views and estimates 
to the Committees on the Budget of the Sen
ate and House, with respect to all matters 
set forth in subsection (a.) and which re
late to matters within the respective Juris
dictions or functions of such committees 
and joint committees. All other standing 
committees of the Senate and House shall 
also submit to the Committee on the Budget 
of their House, and any other Joint com
mittee of the Congress may submit to the 
Committees on the Budget of both Houses, 
their views and estimates with respect to all 
matters set forth in such subsection which 
relate to matters within their Jurisdiction. 

(c) Hearings pursuant to paragraph (b), 
or any part thereof, may be held before Joint 
meetings of the Committees on the Budget 
of the House and the Senate in accordance 
with such procedures as the two committees 
Jointly may determine. 

(d) Section 242(c) of the Legislative Re
organization Act of 1970 ls hereby repealed. 

(e) REPORTING.-On or before March 1 of 
each year, the Committee on the Budget of 
each House shall report a. concurrent resolu
tion on the budget for the fiscal year begin
ning on July 1 of that year. The report ac
companying such concurrent resolutions 
shall include, but not be limited to--

(1) The economic assumptions and objec
tives which underlie the limits on total new 
budget authority and total budget outlays 
set forth in such concurrent resolution; 

(2) The a.mount, if any, by which the 
aggregate level of Federal revenues ls to be 
increased or decreased by legislation reported 
by the Committee on Fina.nee of the Senate 
and the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House; 

(3) The a.mount, if any, by which the stat
utory limit on the public debt is to be in
creased or decreased by legislation reported 
by the Committee on Finance of the Senate 
and the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House; 

(4) A comparison of revenues and ma.Jar 
sources thereof, as estimated for purposes of 
the concurrent resolution, with those esti
mated in the budget submitted by the Presi
dent; 

(5) A comparison of tax expenditures, as 
estimated for purposes of the concurrent 
resolution, with those set forth in the budget 
submitted by the President; 

(6) A comparison of the limits on total 
new budget authority and total budget out
lays set forth in such concurrent resolution 

with total new budget authority requested 
and total budget outlays estimated in the 
budget submitted by the President; 

(7) A comparison of the amounts of new 
budget authority and budget outlays, as esti
mated for purposes of the concurrent reso
lution, allocated to the various Government 
programs, activities and services with the 
new budget authority requested and the 
budget outlays estimated for such programs, 
activities, and services in the budget sub
mitted by the President. 
REAFFIRMATION OR REVISION OF RESOLUTION ON 

THE BUDGET 
SEC. 302. (a) REQUIRED REPORT OF REAF

FIRMATION OR REVISION.-On or before Sep
tember 15 of each year, the Committee on 
the Budget of each House shall report a con
current resolution which reaffirms or revises 
the concurrent resolution adopted pursuant 
to section 301. If, based upon the total out
lays and the estimated total revenues for the 
fiscal year set forth in such resolution, the 
a.mount of deficit or surplus ls different than 
that set forth in such resolution as the ap
propriate amount of deficit or surplus, such 
resolution shall also direct--

( 1) the Committee on Fina.nee, in the case 
of the Senate, and the Committee on Ways 
and Means, in the case of the House, to report 
legislation increasing or decreasing Federal 
revenues by a. specified a.mount; or, 

(2) the Committees on Appropriations of 
the respective Houses to report legislation 
rescinding or reserving a specified a.mount or 
a.mounts of budget authority and outlays to 
be made available during the fiscal year; or, 

(3) a combination of the measures speci
fied in subpara.gra.phs (1) and (2). 

(b) Any committee of either House which 
has been directed to report legislation by a 
concurrent resolution adopted pursuant to 
para.graph (a) of this section and which has 
not reported such legislation within fifteen 
days of the approval of such a resolution by 
the House of which it is a pa.rt shall be con
sidered to have been discharged from further 
consideration of such legislation, and the 
Committee on the Budget of that House shall 
be authorized and directed to report such 
legislation. 

(c) PERMISSmLE REVISIONS-At any time 
after the concurrent resolution for a fiscal 
year has been adopted pursuant to section 
301, and before the close of such fiscal year, 
the two Houses may adopt a concurrent res
olution on the budget which revises the con
current resolution on the budget most re
cently adopted for that fiscal year. 

RULES FOR CONSIDERATION OF CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDGET 

SEC. 303. (a) PROCEDURE AFTER REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE.-

( l) A concurrent resolution on the budget 
reported in either House shall be highly 
privileged. It shall be in order at any time 
after the fifth day following the day on 
which the report accompanying such a con
current resolution ls available to move to 
proceed to its consideration (even though a 
previous motion to the same effect has been 
disagreed to) . Such a motion shall be highly 
privileged and shall not be debatable. An 
amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, and it shall not be in order to move 
to reconsider the vote by which the motion 
ls agreed to or disagreed to. 

(2) Debate on any concurrent resolution 
on the budget, and all amendments thereto, 
shall be limited to not more than sixty hours. 
A motion further to limit debate ls not 
debatable. 

(b) DECISIONS WITHOUT DEBATE ON MO

TION TO POSTPONE OR PROCEED.-
( 1) Motions to postpone, made with re

spect to the consideration of any concurrent 
resolution on the budget, and motions to 
proceed to the cosidera.tlon of other business, 
shall be decided without debate. 

(2) Appeals from the decisions of the 
Cha.Ir relating to the application of the Rules 
of the Senate or the House of Representa
tives, as the case may be, to the procedure 
relating to any concurrent resolution on the 
budget shall be decided without debate. 

( C) ACTION ON CONFERENCE REPORTS.-
( 1) The conference report on any concur

rent resolution on the budget shall be high
ly privileged in each House. It shall be in 
order at any time after the third day fol
lowing the day on which such a conference 
report ls reported and ls available to move to 
proceed to its consideration ( even though a. 
previous motion to the same effect has been 
disagreed to) . Such a motion shall be highly 
privileged and shall not be debatable. An 
amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, and it shall not be in order to move to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion ls 
a.greed to or disagreed to. 

(2) Debate on the conference report shall 
be limited to ten hours, which shall be di
vided equally between those favoring and 
those opposing the conference report. A mo
tion to recommit the conference report shall 
not be in order and it shall not be in order 
to move to reconsider the vote by which the 
conference report ls agreed to or disagreed to. 

(3) Motions to postpone, made with re
spect to the consideration of such conference 
report and motions to proceed to the con
sideration of other business, shall be decided 
without debate. 

FLOOR AMENDMENTS TO CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDGET 

SEC. 304. (a.) During the consideration in 
either House of any concurrent resolution 
on the budget, an amendment shall not be 
in order unless-

( l) it is germane; and, 
(2) it is accompanied by a statement 

which either (A) contains an estimate of the 
effect (if any) of such amendment on new 
budget authority and outlays, or revenues; 
or both; or (B) states reasons why such an 
estimate has not been ma.de. 

(b) The Director of the Congressional Of
fice of the Budget shall, insofar as prac
ticable, make available a statement contain
ing an estimate of the effect (if any) of any 
amendment on new budget authority and 
outlays, or revenues, or both, prior to the 
time of consideration of such an amend
ment. 

( c) Dally analysis by Congressional Office 
of the Budget.-At the close of each day 
on which a concurrent resolution on the 
budget is under consideration in either 
House, the Director of the Congressional Of
fice on the Budget shall prepare, and make 
available before that House meets on the fol
lowing day, a.n analysis of the effect, if any, 
of each amendment agreed to a.s of the close 
of such day on matters contained in such 
concurrent resolution. 
TITLE IV-RULES FOR CONSIDERATION 

OF BUDGET AUTHORITY AND REVENUE 
LEGISLATION 

COMPARISONS IN COMMITTEE REPORTS 
SEC. 401(a.) IN GENERAL.-It shall not be 

in order in either the Senate or the House 
of Representatives to consider any b111 or 
resolution which provldes--

(1) new budget authority for a fiscal year, 
(2) an increase or decrease in revenues to 

become effective during a fiscal year, or 
(3) a.n increase or decrease in the public 

debt limit to become effective during a. fl.sea.I 
year, 
unless the committee report accompanying 
such bill or resolution contains a statement 
etther-

(A) comparing such new budget author
ity, as described in subparagraph (1), and 
the outlays expected to result therefrom, 
with the applicable amounts of new budget 
authority and outlays, as estimated for pur-
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poses of the concurrent resolutions on the 
budget reported in both Houses; 

(B) analyzing the effect (if any) of such 
an increase or decrease in revenues, as 
described in subparagraph (2), on the 
amount of surplus or deficit, or the appro
priate level of public debt set forth in the 
most recent concurrent resolution on the 
budget adopted by the Congress; or 

(C) comparing such an increase or de
crease in the public debt limit, as described 
in subparagraph (3), with the level of public 
debt set forth in the most recent concurrent 
resolution on the budget adopted by Con
gress. 

(b) It shall not be in order in either the 
Senate or the House of Representatives to 
consider any amendment to any bill or 
resolution which provides the authority 
specified in paragraph (a) of this section, 
subparagraphs (1), (2), or (3), unless it is 
accompanied by statement which either con
tains the applicable information specified 
in subparagraphs (A), (B), or (C) of para.
graph (a) of this section, or states reasons 
why such information has not been made 
available. 

( c) The Director of the Congressional 
Office of the Budget, insofar as practicable, 
shall make available a. statement containing 
the applicable information, as specified in 
paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section, prior 
to the time of consideration of any bill or 
resolution or amendment thereto which pro
vides the authority specified in paragraph 
(a) of this section, subparagraphs (1), (2), 
or (3). 

(d) The requirements of this section, as 
applied to consideration of any such bill, 
resolution, or amendment in either House, 
may be waived only by resolution reported 
by the Committee on the Budget of that 
House. 

LIMITATION ON NEW ADVANCE BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 

SEC. 402. (a) LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO POINT 
OF ORDER.-It shall not be in order in either 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
to consider any bill or resolution which pro
vides new advance budget authority (or any 
amendment which provides new advance 
budget authority) unless such bill or resolu
tion, or such amendment, also provides that 
the new advance budget authority is to be 
exercised for any fiscal year only to such ex
tent or in such amounts as are provided for 
such fiscal year in laws enacted after the 
enactment of such bill or resolution. 

(b) NEW ADVANCE BUDGET AUTHORITY DE
FINED.-For purposes of subsection (a)-

(1) NEW ADVANCE BUDGET AUTHORITY.-The 
term "new advance budget authority" means 
advance budget authority provided by law 
enacted after the date of enactment of this 
Act, including any increase in, or addition 
to, any advance budget authority provided 
by law in effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(2) ADVANCE BUDGET AUTHORITY.-The term 
"advance budget authority" means authority 
provided by law, whether on a temporary or 
permanent basis-

(A) to enter into contracts, under which 
the United States is obligated to make out
lays, which have not been provided for in 
advance by appropriation Acts, 

(B) to incur indebtedness, for the repay
ment of which the United States is liable 
( other than indebtedness incurred under 
the Second Liberty Bond Act), which has 
not been provided for in advance by appro
priation Acts, 

(C) to guarantee on behalf of the United 
States the repayment of indebtedness (other 
than indebtedness described in subparagraph 
(B)), which has not been provided for in 
advance by appropriation Acts, 

(D) to make payments (including loans 
and grants), whlch have not been provided 
tor 1n advance by appropriation Acts, to any 

person or government if, under the provisions 
of the law containing such authority, the 
United States is obligated to make such pay
ments to persons or governments who meet 
the requirements established by such law, 
and 

(E) to obligate the United States to make 
outlays by any other means which has not 
been provided for in advance by appropria
tion Acts. 

LIMITATION ON NEW TAX EXPENDITURE 
AUTHORITY 

SEC. 403. {a) LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO POINT 
OF ORDER.-It shall not be in order in either 
the Senate or the House of Representatives to 
consider any bill or resolution which pro
vides new tax expenditure authority ( or any 
amendment which provides new tax expendi
ture authority) unless such bill or resolution, 
or such amendment, also provides that the 
new tax expenditure authority is to be ex
ercised for any fiscal year only to such ex
tent or in such amounts as are provided for 
such fiscal year in laws enacted after the 
enactment of such bill or resolution. 

(b) NEW TAX EXPENDITURE AUTHORITY DE
FINED.-For purposes of subsection (a), the 
term "new tax expenditure authority" means 
tax expenditure authority provided by law 
enacted after the date of enactment of this 
Act, inc!uding any increase in, or addition 
to, any tax expenditure authority provided 
by law in effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 404. REFERENCE ~F BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS.-All bills and resolutions introduced 
in the Senate which authorize the exercise of 
new advance budget authority, new tax ex
penditure authority, or both, shall be re
ferred to the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate. No committee of the Senate other 
than the Committee on the Budget shall have 
jurisdiction to report any bill or other meas
ure which authorizes the exercise of new 
advance budget authority or new tax ex
penditure authority. All bills and resolutions 
introduced in the House of Representatives 
which authorize the exercise of new advance 
budget authority, new tax expenditure au
thority, or both, shall be referred to the 
Comxnittee on the Budget of the House. No 
committee of the House other than the Com
mittee on the Budget shall have jurisdiction 
to report any bill or resolution which au
thorizes the exercise of new advance budget 
authority or new tax expenditure authority. 
REQUIREMENT OF ADVANCE AUTHORIZATION BY 

LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 
SEC. 404 (a). It shall not be in order in 

either the Senate or the House of Repre
sentatives to consider any bill or resolution 
(or conference report thereon) authorizing 
the enactment of new budget authority for 
any fiscal year after such fiscal year has be
gun. 

(b) The requirements of this section, as 
applied to consideration in either House of 
any bill or resolution ( or conference report 
thereon) authorizing the enactment of new 
budget authority for any fiscal year after 
such fiscal year has b.?gun, xnay be waived 
only in the event of unforeseen emergency 
situations by resolution reported by the Com
mittee on the Budget of that House. 
TITLE V-AMENDMENTS TO BUDGET 

AND ACCOUNTING ACT, 1921, AND 
ANALYSES 

PRESIDENTIAL BUDGET INCLUDES SAME ELE
MENTS AS CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND TAX 
EXPENDITURES 
SEc. 501. Section 201 of the Budget and 

Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 11), is 
amended-

(!) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsections: 

"(d) The budget transmitted pursuant to 
subsection (a) for each fiscal year shall set 
forth separately the items enumerated 1n 
subsection (a) of section 301 o:f the Con-

gressional Budget and National Priorities 
Act of 1973. 

"(e) The budget transmitted pursuant to 
subsection (a) for each fiscal year shall set 
forth the amounts of revenue losses attribu
table to provisions of the Federal tax laws 
which allow an exclusion or deduction from 
gross income or which provide a preferential 
rate of tax or a deferral of tax liability 
( commonly referred to as 'tax expendi
tures').". 

(2) by inserting after "ensuing fiscal year" 
in subsection (a) (5) "and the four fiscal 
years immediately following the ensuing fis
cal year"; 

(3) by striking out "such year" in subsec
tion (a) ( 5) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"such years" ; 

( 4) by inserting after "ensuing fiscal year" 
in subsection (a) (6) "and the four fiscal 
years immediately following the ensuing 
fiscal year"; and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (a) (12) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(13) the estimated expenditures and pro
posed appropriations for existing programs, 
activities, and services, and the estimated 
expenditures and proposed appropriations 
for proposed new programs, activities and 
services and proposed changes in or expan
sion of existing programs, activities, and 
services." 

SEC. 502. Section 215 of the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U .S.C. 23), is 
amended by striking out "Bureau on or be
fore a date which the President shall deter
mine." and inserting in lieu thereof "Office 
of Management and Budget and the Con
gressional Office of the Budget on or before 
September 15." 

SEC. 503. Section 216 (a) of the Budget 
and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 24), is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: "Such requests 
shall separately identify the estimated costs 
of existing programs, activities and services 
and the estimated costs of proposed new 
programs, activities, and services, and pro
posed changes in or expansion of existing 
programs, activities, and services." 

SEC. 504. Section 206 of the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 15) is here
by repealed. 

SEC. 505. The Budget and Accounting Act 
1921, (31 U.S.C.), is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new title: 
"TITLE IV-PROVISION OF INFORMATION 

TO THE CONGRESS 
"SEC. 401. Whenever any officer or employee 

of any department or establishment submits 
any estimate or request for appropriations 
to the President or the Office of Management 
and Budget, he shall concurrently transmit 
a copy of such estimate or request, together 
with copies of any documents subxnit ted with 
such estimate or request, to the Congres
sional Office of the Budget. No officer or em
ployee of the United States shi..11 have author
ity to approve, or to require any department 
or establishment, or any officer or employee 
thereof, to subxnit any estimate or request for 
appropriations for approval, prior to the sub
mission of such estimate or request to the 
Congressional Office of the Budget." 
ANALYSES BY CONGRESSIONAL OFFICE OF THE 

BUDGET 
SEc. 506. (a) With respect to each bill or 

resolution of a public character reported by 
any committee of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives ( except the Committee on 
Appropriations and the Committee on the 
Budget of each House), the Director of the 
Congressional Office of the Budget shall pre
pare and make available-

( 1) an estimate of the costs which would 
be incurred in carrying out such bill or Joint 
resolution in the fiscal year in which it is to 
become effective and in each of the four fiscal 
years following such fiscal year, together with 
the basis for ea.ch such estimate; 
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(2) a comparison of the estimate of costs 

described in para.graph (1) with any estimate 
of costs made by such committee and any 
Federal agency; and 

(3) a. list of existing and proposed Federal 
programs which provide or would provide 
financial assistance for the objectives of the 
program or programs authorized by the bill or 
resolution. 

(b) It shall not be in order in either the 
Bena.te or the House of Representatives to 
consider any bill or joint resolution unless 
the report accompanying such bill or resolu
tion contains the material described in sub
section (a) prepared by the Director of the 
Congressional Office of the Budget. 

(c) Section 252 of the Legislative Reorga
nization Act of 1970 is hereby repealed. 

TITLE VI-IMPOUNDMENT CONTROL 
PROCEDURES 

SPECIAL MESSAGE REQUIRED ON IMPOUNDMENT 
ACTIONS 

SEC. 601 (a) Whenever the President, the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, the head of any department or 
agency of the United States, or any officer or 
employee of the United States, impounds any 
budget authority made available, or orders, 
permits, or approves the impounding of any 
such budget authority by any other officer or 
employee of the United States, the President 
shall, within ten days thereafter, transmit to 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
a special message specifying-

( 1) the a.mount of the budget authority 
impounded; 

(2) the date on which the budget authority 
was ordered to be impounded; 

(3) the date the budget authority was im
pounded; 

(4) any account, department, or establish
ment of the Government to which such im
pounded budget authority would have been 
available for obligation except for such im
poundment; 

(5) the period of time during which the 
budget authority is to be impounded, to in
clude not only the legal lapsing of budget 
authority but also administrative decisions 
to discontinue or curtail a program; 

(6) the reasons for the impoundment, in
cluding any legal authority invoked by him 
to justify the impoundment a.nd, when the 
justification invoked is a. requirement to 
a.void violating any public law which estab
lishes a. debt ceiUng or a. spending ceiling, 
the a.mount by which the ce111ng would be 
exceeded and the reasons for such antici
pated excess; a.nd 

(7) to the maximum extent practicable, 
the estimated fiscal, economic, a.nd budget
ary effect of the impoundment. 

(b) Each special message submitted pur
suant to subsection (a) shall be transmitted 
to the House of Representatives and the 
Senate on the same da.y, and shall be de
livered to the Clerk of the House of Repre
sentatives if the House is not in session, and 
to the Secretary of the Senate if the Senate 
is not in session. Ea.ch such message may be 
printed by either House as a document for 
both Houses as the President of the Senate, 
a.nd Speaker of the House ma.y determine. 

( c) A copy of each special message sub
mitted pursuant to subsection (a) shall be 
transmitted to the Comptroller General of 
the United States on the same da.y as it ls 
transmitted to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives. The Comptroller General 
shall review each such message a.nd deter
mine whether, in his judgment, the im
poundment was in accordance with existing 
statutory authority, following which he shall 
notify both Houses of Congress within 15 
days after the receipt of the message a.s to 
his determination thereon. If the Comp
troller General determines that the im
poundment wa.s in accordance with section 
3679 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665), 
commonly referred to as the "Antideficiency 
Act", the provisions of section 602 and 604 
shall not apply; provided, however that the 

Committee on the Budget of either House 
may submit, within five days after receipt 
of the opinion of the Comptroller General, a 
report of disagreement to the House of which 
it is a part, and the provisions of section 602 
and 604 shall apply. In all other cases, the 
Comptroller General shall advise the Con
gress whether the impoundment was in ac
cordance with other existing statutory au
thority and sections 602 and 604 of this Act 
shall apply. 

(d) If any information contained in a. spe
cial message submitted pursuant to subsec
tion (a) is subsequently revised, the Presi
dent shall transmit within ten days to the 
Congress and the Comptroller General a sup
plementary message stating and explaining 
ea.ch such revision. 

(e) Any special or supplementary message 
transmitted pursuant to this section shall 
be printed in the first issue of the Federal 
Register published after that special or sup
plemental message is so transmitted a.nd 
may be printed by either House as a docu
ment for both Houses, a.s the President of the 
Senate and Speaker of the House may deter
mine. 

(f) The President shall publish in the 
Federal Register each month a. list of a.ny 
budget authority impounded as of the first 
calendar day of that month. Each list shall 
be published no later than the tenth calen
dar day of the month and shall contain the 
information required to be submitted by spe
cial message pursuant to subsection (a). 

SEC. 602. The President, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, the head 
of any department or agency of the United 
States, or any officer or employee of the 
United States shall cease the impounding of 
any budget authority set forth in each spe
cial message within sixty calendar days of 
continuous session after the message is re
ceived by the Congress unless the specific im
poundment shall have been ratified by the 
Congress by passage of a concurrent resolu
tion in accordance with the procedure set out 
in section 604, of this Act: Provided, how
ever, That Congress may by concurrent res
olution disapprove any impoundment in 
whole or in part, at any time prior to the 
expiration of the sixty day period, and in 
the event of such disapproval, the impound
ment shall cease immediately to the extent 
disapproved. The effect of such disapprova!, 
whether by concurrent resolution passed 
prior to the expiration of the sixty-day period 
or by the failure to approve by concurrent 
resolution within the sixty-day period, shall 
be to make the obligation of the budget 
authority mandatory, and shall preclude the 
President or any other Federal officer or em
ployee from reimpounding the specific 
budget authority set forth in the special 
message which the Congress by its action 
or failure to act has thereby rejected. 

SEC. 603. For purposes of this Act, the 
impounding of budget authority includes-

(1) withholding, delaying, deferring, freez
ing, or otherwise refusing to expend any part 
of budget authority made available (whether 
by establishing reserves or otherwise) and 
the termination or cancellation of authorized 
projects or activities to the extent that 
budget authority has been made available, 

(2) withholding delaying, deferring, freez
ing, or otherwise refusing to make any allo
cation of any part of budget authority 
(where such allocation is required in order to 
permit the budget authority to be expended 
or obligated), 

(3) withholding, delaying, deferring, freez
ing, or otherwise refusing to permit a grantee 
to obligate any part of the budget authority 
(whether by establishing contra.ct controls, 
reserves, or otherwise) , a.nd 

(1) any type of Executive action or inac
tion which effectively precludes or delays the 
obligation or expenditure of any pa.rt of au
thorized budget authority. 

SEC. 604. (a)-All bills or resolutions intro
duced in the Senate which approve or dis
approve any impoundment in whole or in 

part shall be referred to the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate. No committee of 
the Senate other than the Committee on the 
Budget shall have jurisdiction to report any 
bill or other measure which approves or dis
approves any impoundment in whole or in 
part. All bills or resolutions introduced in 
the House which approve or disapprove any 
impoundment in whole or in part shall be 
referred to the Committee on the Budget of 
the House. No committee of the House other 
than the Committee on the Budget shall 
have jurisdiction to report any bill or other 
measure which approves or disapproves any 
impoundment in whole or in part. 

(b) (1) For purposes of this section, the 
term "resolution" means only a concurrent 
resolution of the Senate or House of Repre
sentatives, as the case may be, which is in
troduced at any time before the end of the 
first period of sixty calendar days of continu
ous session of the Congress after the date on 
which the special message of the President 
is transmitted to the two Houses. 

(2) The matter after the resolving clause 
of a resolution approving the impounding 
of budget authority shall be substantially as 
follows (the blank spaces being appropriately 
filled): "That the Congress approves the im
pounding of budget authority as set forth in 
the special message of the President dated 
-, Senate (House) Document No. -." 

(3) The matter after the resolving clause 
of budget authority shall be substantially as 
follows (the blank spaces being appro
priately filled): "That the Congress disap
proves the impounding of budget authority 
as set forth in the special message of the 
President dated -, Senate (House) Docu
ment No. - (in the amount of$-)." 

(4) For purposes of this subsection, the 
continuity of a session is broken only by an 
adjournment of the Congress sine die be
cause of an adjournment of more than three 
days to a. day certain shall be excluded in 
the computation of the sixty day period. 

(c) (1) a resolution reported in either 
House shall be highly privileged. It shall at 
any time be in order ( even though a previous 
motion to the same effect has been disagreed 
to) to move to proceed to the consideration 
of the resolution. Such motion shall be 
highly privileged and shall not be debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be 
in order, and it shall not be in order to move 
to reconsider the vote by which the motion 
is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(2) It the motion to proceed to the con
sideration of a resolution is agreed to, debate 
on the resolution shall be limited to ten 
hours, which shall be divided equally be
tween those favoring and those opposing the 
resolution. Debate on any amendment to the 
resolution (including an amendment substi
tuting approval for disapproval in whole or 
in part or substituting disapproval in whole 
or in part for approval) shall be limited to 
two hours, which shall be divided equally 
between those favoring and those opposing 
the amendment. 

(3) Motions to postpone, made with respect 
to the consideration of a resolution, and mo
tions to proceed to the consideration of other 
business, shall be decided without debate. 

( 4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
Senate or the House of Representatives, as 
the case may be, to the procedure relating to 
a. resolution shall be decided without debate. 

(d) If a committee of conference ls ap
pointed on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses with respect to a resolution, the con
ference report submitted in each House shall 
be considered under the rules set forth in 
subsection (c) of this section for the con
sideration of a resolution, except that no 
amendment shall be in order. 

SEC. 605. If the President, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget, the 
head of any department or agency of the 
United States, or any officer or employee of 
the United States takes or approves any 
impounding action within the purview of 
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this Act, and the President fails to report 
such impounding action to the Congress as 
required by this Act, the Comptroller General 
shall report such impounding action with 
any available information concerning it to 
both Houses of Congress, and the provisions 
of this Act shall apply to such impounding 
action in like manner and with the same ef
fect as if the report of the Comptroller Gen 
eral had been made by the President: Pro
v ided, however, That the sixty-day period 
provided in section 602 of this Act shall be 
deemed to have commenced at the time at 
which, in the determination of the Comp
troller General, the impoun dment action 
was ta.ken. 

SEc. 606. Nothing cont ained in this Act 
shall be interpreted by any person or court 
as constituting a ratification or approval of 
any impounding of budget authority by the 
President or any other Federal employee, in 
the past or in the future, unless done pur
suant to statutory authority in effect a t the 
time of such impoundment. 

SEC. 607. The Comptroller General is he!'e
by expressly empowered as the representa
tive of the Congress through attorneys of 
his own selection to sue any department, 
agency, officer, or employee of the United 
States in a civil action in the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia 
to enforce the provisions of this Act, and 
such court is hereby expressly empowered 
to enter in such civil action any decree, judg
ment, or order which may be necessary or 
appropriate to secure compliance with the 
provisions of this Act by such department, 
agency, officer, or employee. Within the pur
view of this section, the Office of Manage
ment and Budget shall be construed to be 
an agency of the United States, and the of
ficers and employees of the Office of Man
agement and Budget shall be construed to be 
officers or employees of the United States. 

SEc. 608. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, all funds appropriated by 
law shall be made available and obligated by 
the appropriate agencies, departments, and 
other units of the Government except as may 
be provided otherwise under this Act. 

(b) Should the President desire to im
pound any appropriation made by the Con
gress not authorized by this Act or by the 
Antideficiency Act (31 U.S.C. 665), he shall 
seek legislation ut111zing the supplemental 
appropriations process to obtain selective 
rescission of such appropriation by the Con-
gress. · 

SEC. 609. If any provision of this Act, or 
the application thereof to any person, im
poundment, or circumstance, is held invalid, 
the validity of the remainder of the Act and 
the application of such provision to other 
persons, impoundments, or circumstances, 
shall not be affected thereby. 

TITLE VII-EVALUATION AND PILOT 
TESTING OF PROGRAMS 

LEGISLATION SUBJECT TO POINT OF ORDER 
SEC. 701. (P,) Except as provided in sub

section (b) , it shall not be in order in either 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
to consider any blll or resolution-

( 1) which establishes a new major outlay 
program unless such bill or resolution pro
vides (or a prior law has provided) for a 
pilot test of such program which meets the 
requirements of this title, or 

(2) which authorizes the enactment of 
budget authority to implement any major 
outlay program established by law passed 
by the Congress after the effective date of 
this title ( other than budget authority to 
carry out a pilot test of such program which 
meets the requirements of this title) until 
the appropriate committee of the Senate or 
the House, as the case may be, has submit
ted to that House a report on the pilot test 
of the program pursuant to section 703(a) 
and a report to the Committee on the Budget 
ot that House pursuant to section 703(c). 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to a 

bill or resolution if the committee report 
accompanying it contains a statement, to
gether with an explanation, that the com
mittee has given full consideration to pilot 
testing and, in its judgment, pilot testing 
would not be feasible or desirable for the 
program established, or for which budget 
authority is authorized, by the bill or res
olution. 

REQUIREMENTS 
SEC. 702. (a) In order to meet the require

ments of this title, a pilot test of a major 
outlay program must-

(I) entail a test of the program which 
consists of a replica, as nearly as possible, 
of the condit ions that would exist if the pro
gram were implemented on a permanent 
basis, 

(2) be conducted for at least two complete 
fiscal or calendai" years (excluding any pe
riod for planning and preparation), 

(3) be conduct ed by a department or 
agency of the Government or a public or 
private organization specified in the law pro
viding for the pilot test, and 

(4) require the department, agency, or or
ganization which conducts the test, and the 
Comptroller General of the United States, to 
report the results of the test, as soon as prac
ticable after its conclusion, to the committees_ 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives which have jurisdiction to report legis
lation authorizing the enactment of budget 
authority to implement the program. 

(b) Nothing contained in this title shall 
preclude simultaneous multiple pilot tests of 
a major outlay program to determine the 
most feasible alternative before national im
plementation. 

(c) The Compt roller General of the United 
States shall have full authority to monitor 
any pilot test conducted pursuant to the re
quirements of this title. 

COMMITTEE EVALUATION 
SEc. 703. (a) Upon receipt of the reports of 

a pilot test of a major outlay program, each 
committee to which the reports are sub
mitted shall conduct a comprehensive study 
to evaluate the results of the pilot test and 
shall, as soon as practicable, submit a report 
thereon to the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives, as the case may be. In conduct
ing such study, the committee shall receive 
testimony and evidence in hearings open to 
the public. The committees of the two Houses 
may conduct such hearings jointly. 

(b) The report of a committee on the 
evaluation of a pilot test of a major outlay 
program shall include (but not be limited 
to) the following matters: 

( 1) Suitability of the Federal Government 
to implement such a program on a national 
scale. 

(2) A cost-benefit analysis of the program 
in relation to other alternative measures. 

(3) In the event the program would change 
a current method of dealing with a specific 
problem, a comparison of the current method 
used and the method used in the test, and 
an analysis in terms of relative effectiveness. 

(c) In addition to the report required by 
subsection (a), the committee shall submit 
to the Committee on the Budget of its 
House a separate report containing a detailed 
cost-benefit analysis. 
REVIEW AND EVALUATION BY THE COMPTROLLER 

GENERAL 
SEC. 704. Part 1 of title II of the Legislative 

Reorganization Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1167; 
Public Law 91-510; 31 U.S.C. 1151 and fol
lowing) is amended by striking out section 
204 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
1'ollowing: 

"REVIEW AND EVALUATION 
"SEC. 204. (a) The Comptroller General 

shall review and evaluate the results of 
Government programs and activities carried 
on under existing law when ordered by either 
House of Congress, or upon his own initiative, 
or when requested by any committee o! the 
-House of Representatives or the Senate, or 

any joint committee of the two Houses, hav
ing jurisdiction over such programs and ac
tivities. 

"(b) The Comptroller General upon re
quest of any committee or Member of either 
House of Congress shall-

" ( 1) assist such committee or Member in 
developing a statement of legislative objec
tives, goals, and methods for assessing and 
reporting actual program performance in re
lf.tion to such legislative objectives and 
goals. Such statements will include but not 
be limited to recommendations as to meth
ods of assessment, information to be re
ported, responsibility for reporting, f re
quency of reports, and feasibility of pilot 
testing, and 

" ( 2) assist such committee or Member in 
analyzing and a ssessing program reviews or 
evaluation studies prepared by or for any 
Federal agency. 

"(c) The Comptroller General shall de
velop and recommend to the Congress stand
ards for review or evaluation of Govern 
ment programs or activities carried on un
der existing law. Such recommendation s 
shall be reported semiannually to both 
Houses of the Congress on or about March 1 
and September 1." 

TITLE VIII-FISCAL AND BUDGETARY 
INFORMATION AND CONTROLS 

SEc. 801. That part of title II of t he Leg
islative Reorganization Act of 1970 which 
precedes section 201 thereof (84 Stat. 1167; 
Public Law 91-510; 31 U.S.C . chapter 22 ) is 
amended by striking out-

"TITLE II-FISCAL CONTROLS 
"PART !-BUDGETARY AND FISCAL INFORMATION 

AND DATA 
and inserting in lieu thereof-

"TITLE II-FISCAL AND BUDGETARY 
INFORMATION AND CONTROLS 

"PART 1-FISCAL, BUDGETARY, AND PROGRAM-· 
RELATED DATA AND INFORMATION" 

SEC. 802 . Part 1 of title II of the Legislat ive 
Reorganization Act of 1970 (84 Sta~. 1167; : 
Public Law 91-510; 31 U.S.C. 1151 and follow
ing) is amended by striking out sections 201, 
202, and 203 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"FEDERAL FISCAL, BUDGETARY, AND PROGRAM
RELATED DATA AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
"SEC. 201. The Secretary of the Treasury 

and the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, in cooperation with the Di_. 
rector of the Congressional Office of the 
Budget, shall develop, establish, and main-; 
tain, for use by all Federal agencies, stand
ardized data and information systems for 
fiscal, budgetary, and program-related data 
and information. The development, estab
lishment, and maintenance of such systems 
shall be carried out so as to meet the needs 
of the various branches of the Federal Gov
ernment and, insofar as practicable, of gov
ernments at the State and local level. 

"STANDARDIZATION OF TECHNOLOGY, DEFINI-
TIONS, CLASSIFICATIONS, AND CODES FOR FIS.; 
CAL, BUDGETARY, AND PROGRAM-RELATED DATA 
AND INFORMATION 
"SEC. 202. (a) The Director of the Con

gressional Office of the Budget, in coopera
tion with the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, shall develop, establish, main
tain, and publish standard terminology, defi
nitions, class.i.fi.cations, and codes, for Fed
eral fiscal, budgetary, and program-related 
data and in.formation. The authority con
tained in this part shall include, but not be 
limited to, data and information pertaining 
to Federal fiscal policy, revenues, receipts, 
expenditures, functions, programs, projects, 
and activities and shall be carried out so as 
to meet the needs of the various branches 
of the Federal Government and, insofar as 
pract icable, of governments at the State and 
local level. The standard terms, definitions, 
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classifications, and codes shall be used by 
such fiscal, budgetary, and program-related 
data. and information systems operated by 
executive departments and agencies as the 
Director of the Congressional Office of the 
Budget deems necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this title. 

"(b) The Director of the Congressional 
Office of the Budget shall submit to both 
Houses of the Congress, within siX months of 
the date of enactment of this Act, a. report 
containing the initial standard terms, definl
tions, a.nd classifications, a.s described in this 
part. 

"(c) Thereafter, the Director of the Con
gressional Office of the Budget, in reports to 
both Houses of the Congress, shall publish 
the effective terminology, definitions, classi
fications, and codes semiannually on March 
1 a.nd September 1. 
"'AVAILABILITY TO AND USE BY THE CONGRESS 

OF FEDERAL FISCAL, BUDGETARY, AND PRO

GRAM-RELATED DATA AND INFORMATION 

"SEC. 203. (a.) Upon request of a.ny com-
mittee of either House, of a.ny joint com
mittee of the two Houses, or of the Director 
of the Congressional Office of the Budget, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director 
of the Office of Management a.nd Budget, or 
the heads of the various executive agencies 
shall-

.. ( 1) furnish to the congressional commit
tee, the joint committee, or the Director of 
the Congressional Office of the Budget, in
!ormatlon as to the location and nature of 
e.valla.ble fiscal, budgetary, and progra.m-re
la.ted data a.nd informa.tlon; 

"(2) prepare summary tables of such data. 
e.nd information and any related information 
deemed necessary by the requesting com
mittee, joint committee, or the Director of 
the Congressional Office of the Budget; and 

"(3) furnish any program evaluations con
ducted or commissioned by any executive 
agency as deemed necessary by the request
ing committee, joint committee, or the Di
rector of the Congressional Office of the 
Budget. 

SEC. 803. The table of contents of title II 
of the Legislative Reorganla.tlon Act of 1970 
(84 Stat. 1140; Public Law 91-510; 31 U.S.C. 
chapter 22) ls a.mended by striking out-

.. TITLE ll-FISCAL CONTROLS 

"PART !-BUDGETARY AND FISCAL INFORMATION 
AND DATA 

"Sec.201. Budgetary and fiscal data process
ing system. 

"Sec. 202. Budget standard classifications. 
"Sec. 203. Availability to Congress of budg

etary, fiscal, and related data." 
and inserting in lieu thereof-

. "TITLE II-FISCAL AND BUDGETARY INFORMATION 
AND CONTROLS 

''PART !-FISCAL, BUDGETARY, AND PROGRAM

RELATED DATA AND INFORMATION 

"Sec. 201. Federal tlscal, budgetary, and pro
gram-related data and inforxna.
tion systems. 

"Sec. 202. Standardization of terminology, 
definitions, classifications, and 
codes for fiscal, budgetary, and 
program-related data and in
formation. 

"Sec. 203. Availabillty to a.nd use by the 
Congress of Federal fiscal, budg
etary, a.nd program-related data 
a.nd information.". 

TITLE IX-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS; 
EFFECTIVE DATES 

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO STANDING RULES 
OF THE SENATE 

SEC. 901. Paragraph 1 of Rule X:XV of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate is amended

( l) by inserting after "Government" in 
subparagraph ( c) ", except as provided in 
subparagraph (r) (1) ,"; 

(2) by strlking out "Revenue" in subpara
graph (h) 1 and inserting in lieu thereof 

"Except as provided in subparagraph (r) (1), 
revenue"; 

(3) by striking out "The" in subparagraph 
(h) 2 a.nd inserting in lieu thereof "Except 
e.s provided in subparagraph (r) (1), the"; 
and 

(4) by striking out "Budget" in subpara
graph (j) ( 1) (A) and inserting in lieu there
of "Except as provided in subparagraph (r) 
(1), budget". 

CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO HOUSE RULES 

SEc. 902. Rule XI of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives is a.mended by inserting 
immediately below clause 21 thereof the fol
lowing new clause: 

"21A. The respective areas of legislative 
jurisdiction under this rule are modified by 
title I of the Congressional Budget and Na
tional Priorities Act of 1973". 
AMENDMENTS TO LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION 

ACT OF 1946 

SEC. 903. (a) Section 133 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U .S.C. 190a.} 
is amended-

( 1) by inserting "and the Committee on 
the Budget" after "Appropriations" in sub
sections (d} and (f), and 

(2) by inserting "or the Committee on the 
Budget" after "Appropriations" in subsec
tion (h). 

(b) Section 133A of such Act (2 U.S.C. 
190a.-l) is amended by inserting "and the 
Committee on the Budget" after "Appropria
tions" each place it appears in such section. 

(c) Section 134(c) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 
190 (b) is amended by inserting "or the 
Committee on the Budget" after "Appro
priations". 

(d) Section 136(c) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 
190d} is amended by striking out "Com
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate a.nd 
the Committees on Appropriations," a.nd in
serting in lieu thereof "Committees on Ap
propriations and the Budget of the Senate 
and the Committees on Appropriations, the 
Budget,". 
AMENDMENTS TO LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION 

ACT OF 1970 

SEC. 904. (a.) Section 232 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1970 (31 U.S.C. 1172) 
is amended by renumbering paragraphs (2) 
and (3) a.s (3) and (4). respectively, and by 
inserting after paragraph (1) the following 
new paragraph: 

"(2) the Committees on the Budget of the 
Senate and House,". 

(b) Section 236 of such Act (31 U.S.C. 
1176) is amended by inserting "and the 
Budget" after "Appropriations" in para
graph (2). 

(c) Section 242(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C . 
190h) is a.mended by inserting "or the Com
mittee on the Budget" after "Appropria
tions". 

(d) Section 243 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 1901) 
is amended by inserting " (a)" immediately 
after "243" a.nd by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

" ( b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
also apply to the Committee on the Budget 
of the Senate." 

EXERCISE OF RULEM.AKING POWERS 

SEC. 905. The provisions of this title ( ex
cept section 906) and titles I, III, IV, and VII 
( except section 702 ( c) a.nd section 704) , and 
section 506(b) of title V, and section 604 of 
title VI a.re enacted by the Congress-

( 1) as an exercise of the rulemaklng power 
of the Senate a.nd the House of Representa
tives, respectively, and as such they shall be 
considered as part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, or of that House to which they 
specifically apply; and such rules shall super
sede other rules only to the extent that 
they are inconsistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure In 

such House) at any time, in the -same man
ner, and to the same extent as in the case 
of any other rules of such House. 

EFFECTIVE DATES 

SEC. 906. (a) Titles I, II, VI, VIII, and IX 
shall take effect on the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(b) Except as otherwise provided therein, 
titles m, IV, a.nd V shall apply with respect 
to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and 
succeeding fiscal years. 

(c) Title VII shall take effect on the first 
day of the first session of Congress following 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

Amend the title so as to read: "A bill to 
improve congressional procedures for control 
of Federal expenditures and establishment of 
national priorities; to create a budget com
mittee in each House; to create a congres
sional office of the budget; and for other pur
poses." 

SOCIAL SECURITY COST-OF-LIVING 
INCREASE-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 551 

< Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 
submitting today amendments to s. 2397, 
the bill introduced by the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) to provide a 7-per
cent increase in social security benefits 
effective for the month of January 1974. 

Earlier this summer, in recognition 
of the serious impact of inflation on the 
elderly and the disabled, the Senate ap
proved legislation providing a special 
cost-of-living increase in social security 
benefits and a concurrent increase in 
supplemental security income payments 
to become effective in January 1974. 

Subsequently, because of the threat of 
a Presidential veto, the House-Senate 
conference committee pushed back the 
effective date of these increases to July 
1974. 

I felt at the time that this was an un
fortunate decision. We all know that in
flation hits hardest those elderly persons 
who live on fixed incomes and must 
spend large portions of that income on 
food and shelter. 

It ls one thing to understand the 
statistics. It is another thing to talk per
sonally with the people who are literally 
suffering from the inflation of recent 
months. This I had an opportunity to do 
during the August recess at a series of 
public hearings in Missouri. During this 
process, the statistics took on a human 
form. 

For instance, I talked with representa
tives of an elderly housing project in Jef
ferson City where a survey revealed that 
a majority of the residents have meat
less meals for all but three or four times 
a week. 

In St. Louis an elderly lady told me 
that she has had to ask her doctor to re
duce the dosage of her medicine because 
she just does not have the money to pay 
for all he prescribed. 

Frankly, the elderly people of my State 
cannot understand why they have been 
asked to wait until July 1974 for a cost
of-living increase. And I believe today 
more firmly than ever that they should 
not have to wait. 

Therefore, I was pleased to join with 
a majority of the Senate on September 11 
in support of an amendment offered by 
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HuM-
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PHREY) to make the social security cost
of-living increase previously authorized 
by Congress effective immediately. I am 
still hopeful that the Humphrey amend
ment will become law. 

However, because the fate of this 
amendment is uncertain, I have asked to 
be added as a cosponsor of S. 2397, the 
bill introduced by Senator CHURCH to 
provide a 7-percent benefit increase ef
fective for the month of January 1974. 
SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASE MUST BENEFIT ALL 

Mr. President, I believe it is essential 
that the increase in social security bene
fits proposed in S. 2397 be enjoyed by all 
social security beneficiaries. It would 
certainly be unconscionable to deny this 
increase to those of our elderly and dis
abled citizens whose need is the greatest 
and who consequently have been most 
devastated by the inflation of 1973. 

For this reason, I am submitting 
amendments to S. 2397 which would in
sure that all recipients of supplemental 
security income for the aged, blind, and 
disabled will have the benefit of the 
social security cost-of-living increase. 

First, my amendment would move for
ward from July 1974 to January 1974 
the scheduled increase in SSI payment 
levels from $130 to $HO for an individual 
and from $195 to $210 for a couple. 

This proposal is identical to that ap
proved by the Senate Finance Commit
tee and passed by the Senate in June. 
As the committee pointed out in its re
port dated June 25, 1973, if SSI recipients 
are not to have their payments reduced 
by the amount of the social security 
increase, there must be a concurrent 
increase in SSI payment levels. I quote 
from that report: 

The rapid rise in the cost of living which 
has led the committee to provide for a. 5.6 
percent cost-of-living increase in social 
security benefits beginning next January has 
an even greater effect on the neediest aged, 
blind and disabled persons-those who will 
be receiving Supplemental Security 
Income payments. Furthermore, if social 
security benefits are increased but no 
changes made in the Supplemental Security 
Income level, those SSI recipients who are 
also social security beneficiaries will Lave 
their SSI payment reduced one dollar for 
ea.ch dollar of social security increase. 

The Committee bill, therefore, would in
crease the SS! levels from $130 to $140 for 
an individual and from $195 to $210 for a 
couple. 

This amendment, making the SSI 
payment increase effective in January, 
will guarantee a cost-of-living increase 
to two groups of the elderly and dis
abled-those whose only source of in
come after January 1 will be SSI, and 
those whose income will be composed of 
a combination of social security and SSI. 

It has recently come to my attention 
that there is a third group of SSI re
cipients who, unless existing law is fur
ther amended, will not be able to bene
fit from the social security increase. I 
refer to those persons who will be re
ceiving a State supplementary payment 
as mandated by Public Law 93-66. 

Under section 212 of Public Law 93-66, 
the States are merely required to make 
such payments as are necessary to main
tain the total income of their SSI re
cipients as of December 1973-or prior 
to the social security increase. 

Therefore, if we are to assure that this 
group of the aged and disabled benefits 
from the social security cost-of-living in
crease, section 212 of Public Law 93-66 
must be amended to require the States 
to disregard that increase in determin
ing the amount of the State supplemen
tary payment. 

Mr. President, I strongly support legis
lation to make the social security cost
of-living increase effective at the earliest 
possible time. However, without the 
amendments I am proposing, 85,000 aged, 
blind, and disabled persons in Missouri 
and over 2 million nationwide would be 
given an increase with one hand only 
to have it taken away with the other. 
I urge my colleagues to support these 
amendments so that all social security 
beneficiaries can have the increase in 
income they need and deserve. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the amendment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No . 551 
At the end o! the bill, add the following: 
"SEc. 2. (a) Section 210(c) of Public Law 

93-66 is hereby repealed. 
"(b) (1) Section 211(a) (1) (A) of Pub

lic Law 93-66 is amended by striking out 
" ( $780 in the case of any period prior to 
July 1974) ". 

"SEC. 3. Section 212(a) (3) (C) (ti) of Pub
lic Law 93-66 is amended by inserting, 
immediately before the period at the end 
thereof, the following: ', disregarding (in 
case such individual who for such month 
receives a. monthly insurance benefit to 
which he is entitled under title II of the So
cial Security Act) so much of such monthly 
benefit a.s is attributable to the enactment 
of section 201 of this Act'." 

The title to the bill is a.mended to read as 
follows: "A bill to provide for a. 7 per centum 
increase in social security benefits beginning 
with benefits payable for the month of Jan
uary 1974, and for other purposes." 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF AN 
AMENDMENT 
AMENDMENT 473 

At the request of Mr. HARTKE, the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) was 
added as a cosponsor of Amendment No. 
473, intended to be proposed to (S. 1541) 
the budget accountability bill. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON 
NOMINATIONS 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on be
half of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
I desire to give notice that a public hear
ing has been scheduled for Wednesday, 
October 3, 1973, at 10: 30 a.m., in room 
2228, Dirksen Office Building, on the fol
lowing nominations: 

John R. Bartels, Jr., of New York, to 
be Administrator of Drug Enforcement, 
vice a new position created by Reorgani
zation Plan No. 2 of 1973, dated March 
28, 1973. 

Allen Sharp, of Indiana, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the Northern District 
of Indiana, vice Robert A. Grant, retired. 

At the indicated time and place per
sons interested in the hearing may :ciake 
such representations as n.ay be perti
nent. 

The subcommittee consists of the Sen
ator from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN); 
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
HRUSKA) and myself as chairman. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON SIX
MEMBER JURY BILLS 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, as chair
man o.f the Judiciary Subcommittee on 
Improvements in Judicial Machinery, I 
wish to announce hearings for the con
sideration of S. 2057 and S. 288. The pur
pose of S. 2057 is to require the use of six
member juries in civil cases to preserve 
unanimity of the jury in arriving at a 
verdict, and to allow two preemptory 
challenges to each party. S. 288 would re
quire six-man juries in civil cases and 
also in criminal cases, other than those 
involving the death penalty. 

The hearings will be held on October 
16 and 17, 1973, beginning at 10 a.m. in 
room 1318, Dirksen Office Building. 

Those who wish to submit a statement 
for inclusion in the hearing record should 
communicate as soon as possible with the 
subcommittee staff, room 6306, Dirksen 
Office Building, extension 5-3618. 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA
TIONS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 

following nominations have been re
ferred to and are now pending before the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

Charles S. Guy, of Pennsylvania, to be 
U.S. marshal for the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania for the term of 4 years, 
reappointment. 

William L. Martin, Jr., of Georgia, to 
be U.S. marshal for the middle district 
of Georgia for the term of 4 years, re
appointment. 

Robert J. Roth, of Kansas, to be U.S. 
attorney for the district of Kansas for 
the term of 4 years, reappointment. 

Dean C. Smith, of Washington, to be 
U.S. attorney for the eastern district of 
Washington for the term of 4 years, re
appointment. 

John W. Stokes, Jr., of Georgia, to be 
U.S. attorney for the northern district 
of Georgia for the term of 4 years, re
appointment. 

James M. Sullivan, of New York, to be 
U.S. attorney for the northern district 
of New York for the term of 4 years, re
appointment. 
. Charles R. Wilcox, of Wyoming, to be 
U.S. marshal for the district of Wyoming 
for the term of 4 years, reappointment. 
· On behalf of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
persons interested in these nominations 
to file with the committee, in writing, on 
or before Wednesday, October 3, 1973, 
any representations or objections they 
may wish to present concerning the above 
nominations, with a further statement 
whether it is their intention to appear 
at any hearings which may be scheduled. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS BY 
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC 
LANDS 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I wish 

to announce hearings by the Public 
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Lands Subcommittee of the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee on S. 111, a 
bill to quitclaim the interest of the 
United States to certain land in Bonner 
County, Idaho; S. 2343, a bill to au
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
convey, by quitclaim deed, all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and 
to certain lands in Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, 
in order to eliminate a cloud on the title 
to such lands; S. 2385, a bill to designate 
the Chattooga River in the States of 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
Georgia as a component of the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and for 
other purposes; S. 1582, a bill to provide 
for the conveyance of certain public 
lands in Klamath Falls, Oreg., to the oc
cupants thereof, and for other purposes; 
and S. 184, a bill to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to sell in
terests of the United States in certain 
lands located in the State of Alaska to 
the Gospel Missionary Union. 

The hearings will be held on October 
10, at 10 a.m., in room 3110, Dirksen Sen
ate Office Building. Those who wish to 
testify or submit a statement for inclu
sion in the hearing record should contact 
Steven P. Quarles at 5-2656. 

POSTPONEI\mNT OF HEARINGS ON 
INDIAN HOUSING PROGRAMS 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I re
gret to announce that due to uncertain
ties in the Senate schedule pertaining to 
votes on the military procurement bill 
and the foreign aid bill, I have decided to 
indefinitely postpone 2 days of hearings 
into the Indian housing programs which 
the Indian Affairs Subcommittee had 
scheduled in South Dakota October 1 
and 2. 

It is my hope that we will be able to 
reschedule these hearings soon. 

We had an exciting 2 days of hearings 
planned, and I am anxious to get to 
them. 

I want to apologize for any inconven
ience this may cause, and I thank the 
Members for their f orebearance. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

A PLANT WHERE WORKERS LIKE 
THEffi JOBS 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, today I 
would like to call the attention of my 
colleagues to an article from the Sep
tember 8 issue of Business Week en
titled, "A Plant Where Workers Like 
Their Jobs." The United States faces a 
grave challenge to increase the national 
productivity growth rate, and those of us 
who are involved in promoting produc
tivity growth take great pleasure in find
ing companies who have met this chal
lenge successfully in their own plants. 

One such business is the Kennett, Mo., 
hose manufacturing plant of Uniroyal, 
Inc. The key to the organization at the 
Kennett plant is implementation of the 
concept of "participative management," 
which relies upon the worker's own sense 
of responsibility and treats each job 
equally. At Kennett there are no execu
tive dining 1·ooms or parking slots. At 
Kennett the opinions of each worker are 
actively solicited and worker suggestions 

are a major part of the company 
decisionmaking process. The result of 
this approach to business organization 
is not only an enthusiastic and satisfied 
work force but a production rate at 120 
percent of the plant's projected capacity. 

The success of Uniroyal's Kennett 
plant is an excellent example of the in
novative American business tradition at 
its best. The great challenge we face to
day to increase the productivity in all 
U.S. industries can be met by efforts such 
as that at Kennett. I commend the 
Business Week article describing the 
Kennett plant, and I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION! A PLANT WHERE 
WORKERS LIKE THEIR JOBS 

A UNIROYAL DIVISION THRIVES ON WORKERS' 
COMMITMENT TO HIGH QUALITY, LOW COSTS 

Raymond E. Smith, 44, sold used cars for 
20 years. For the past three yea.rs, though, he 
has been running an extruder at the Kennett 
(Mo.) hose manufacturing plant of Uniroyal, 
Inc. Says Smith: "I've enjoyed every minute 
of it." 

Smith's enthusiasm for his job may be un
usual, but morale at Uniroyal's nonunion 
Kennett plant, set 1n the midst of Missouri's 
cotton and soybean fields, is unquestionably 
high. After three years of operation, the plant 
is producing high-quality hydraulic and 
automotive hose at 120% of its projected ca
pacity, according to plant manager Lloyd 
Spalter. Moreover, the scrap rate is half what 
it was at an older plant, absenteeism is a. 
mere 1.7%, and only four of 140 employees 
have quit within the past year-none, appar
ently, for job-connected reasons. 

To 40-year-old Spalter, all of this proves 
the value of a new way to manage a factory. 
And at a time when the so-called blue-collar 
blues are prevalent at many plants, the Ken
nett experience could be instructive: 

All employees earn salaries instead of hour
ly wages. This fact makes the low absentee
ism rate all the more remarkable. 

Machine operators inspect their own out
put, draw up work rules, and participate 1n 
other management decisions. 

Managers work constantly on improving 
communication, up and down. 

None of these policies is unique to the 
Kennett plant. Many plant managers in the 
U.S. and abroad are experimenting with so
called participative management. And "total 
salary" systems have become commonplace, 
especially 1n the petrochemical industry. But 
Spalter's superiors in Uniroyal's Industrial 
Products Div. think that the Kennett ap
proach goes further than most others 1n seek
ing employee commitment. So convinced are 
they of its success that they are extending it 
to two more hose plants-in Red Oak, Iowa, 
and Maryville, Mo.-that are just starting up. 
A few yea.rs ago the Kennett plan "seemed 
bold to top management,'' says Howard 
Norris, production manager for the Industrial 
Products Div., "but we must have sold them." 

RESPONSIBILITY 

Norris' aim has been to develop a manage
ment style that would rate "nine-nine" on 
the familiar managerial grid-that is, maxi
mum efficiency coupled with maximum con
cern for people. To start up the Kennett 
plant in 1969, Norris picked John W. Gor
man, who was then managing a department 
in the division's now-defunct Passaic (N.J.) 
plant. Gorman visited a number of plants 
that were operating on a total-salary basis, 
including some in Uniroyal's own chemicals 
and plastics divisions. And, says Gorman, 
who is now managing the new Red Oak 
plant: "I read a lot,'' especially on the 
theories of management psychologists such 
as Frederick Herzberg and Saul Gellerman. 

Out o! this came a system that leans heav
ily on a worker's sense of responsibility or, 
as Norris says, "trust." After initial training, 
a machine operator is trusted to know what 
has to be done and to do it without direction. 
This seems to make sense to Kennett's ma
chine operators. Says Bernard Boren, who 
runs the bobbin winding line in the braiding 
shop: "We don't need a man to watch some
one else work. Right?" 

Trust also vastly reduces the amount o! 
in-process quality inspection needed, as well 
as the manpower and paperwork that goes 
with it. "I think it's demeaning to check an 
operator," says Spalter, Gorma.n's successor. 
"You get better quality if you don't." 

The degree of trust that is evident today 
at Kennett developed gradually as Gorman 
experimented. "The biggest thing Gorman 
learned,'' says Spalter, "was that the more 
trust you put in people, the more they re
spond." Not everyone measures up, of course, 
Spalter has fired a few employees for falsely 
reporting output or the reason for an 
absence. 

Another key word in the Kennett vocabu
lary is respect. "We keep selling the philos
ophy that every job is important,'' says 
Norris. "So we have to treat everyone that 
way." At Kennett, that means no executive 
dining room, toilet, or parking slots. It 
means attention to cleanliness and safety in 
both the plant and the workers' leisure areas. 
( One inconsistency: Though the offices a.re 
air-conditioned, the plant is not.) It also 
means that a machine operator's request 
for time off to take his mother to the hospi
tal is treated the same as if it had come from 
one of Spa.lter's management staff. "There is 
no caste system here,'' says Spalter. "I don't 
get any privilege that the sanitation opera
tor doesn't get." 

INVOLVEMENT 

Trust and respect lead naturally to involve
ment of workers in making all kinds ot 
decisions, from choosing the colors that their 
machines are painted to setting their own 
output standards-"sometimes too high," 
Spalter notes. Some operators also a.re ex
perimenting with rotation of jobs. And when 
Kennett ran into an epidemic o! yarn breaks 
in the braiding room, a braiding machine 
operator sat in on the troubleshooting meet
ing with the yarn supplier. 

Spalter and his staff put high priority on 
communication. The most regular contact is 
a daily notice called "Didjanodat?., (!or 
"Did you know that?"-which Spalter sus
pects is a gibe at his Brooklyn origin) that 
tells employees how much each department 
produced the previous day .and how the out
puts compare with the past and with goals. 
It also spotlights quality problems, lists ex
pected visitors, and is likely to end with 
someone's favorite new joke. 

Meetings with employees are held at lea.st 
once a. month. At one recent meeting, for 
example, workers heard about changes that 
Spalter was making in his staff organization, 
about a new system for control of raw ma
terial inventory, about a planned trip to a 
St. Louis Cardinals baseball game, and about 
revisions being made 1n the annual competi
tion for individual ouput. Special meetings 
are also held to get operators' suggestions on 
quality problems. Other meetings are gripe 
sessions out-and-out. 

In addition, any employee can walk in to 
see Spalter without an appointment. "We 
want to know what those people are think
ing---or may be worrying about," says Spal
ter. He has even been asked for advice on 
investments, medical problems, and kids in 
trouble. 

FEEDBACK 

Employees get direct feedback on their 
performance when salaries are reviewed 
every six months. Ratings of excellent, good, 
satisfactory, or unsatisfactory are deter
mined by a rigorous point system keyed to 
attendance, volume and quality of output, 
acceptance of overtime, housekeeping, and 
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so-called "critical incidents." The ratings 
determine the increases in weekly salaries. 

"Most of our people rate 'excellent,' " says 
Spalter. However, employees have challenged 
their ratings often enough to convince him 
that even more frequent discussions of in
dividual performance are needed. 

The unusual environment was hard 
enough for many workers to adjust to, says 
Spalter, but 1'; ls even harder to supervisors, 
including himself. "Everything I learned as 
a production supervisor at Passaic," he re
calls, "I had to throw out the window." In 
a. traditional plant "it's very disturbing to 
walk past a. ma.chine and find the operator 
missing," he says. "Here, he may be playing 
Ping-Pong in the rec room, but you know 
that he has been getting tremendous per
formance. You have to think in terms of 
total output. 

Ordinarily when problems crop up, "you 
apply pressure, adds Donald J. Slowicki, 
Spalter's 31-year-old production manager. 
"Here, you continually work to develop 
morale and rapport." 

The learning has been hardest for first
level supervisors, the so-called unit man
agers who coordinate the work. Says Spalter: 
"We expect them to develop a. one-on-one 
relationship with ea.ch of their people, not 
to crack the whip." He recently began a 
series of meetings aimed a.t helping super
visors cope with their role. 

The result of the management approach 
a.t Kennett is "terrific commitment from the 
operators," says shift manager C. Ray Wayne. 
"People enjoy coming to work, They know 
-rhat they're making. They take pride in it." 

LOW LABOR COST 

Workers' salaries at Kennett, while com
petitive in the area, i.re far below the wages 
pa.id a.t the old Passaic plant. Yet, as in
tended, the plant has so far proved a tough 
target for organizers of the United Rubber 
Workers. They lost an election in 1971; now, 
clatms Spalter, "there is zer0 internal ac
tivity." The area is "pretty depressed," com
plains a URW executive, "and they've never 
seen this kind of wages before. 

The low salary sea.le and the high pro
d uctivi ty, coupled with some advanced 
processes, make Kennett a. low-cost plant for 
Uniroyal. If Red Oak and Maryville, also in 
low-labor-cost areas, work out as well, the 
company fully expects to increase its share 
of the $400-million industrial hose market. 

But Norris, Gorman, Spalter, and others 
who have been part of the Kennett experi
ment are convinced that the plant's operat
ing philosophy need not be limited to new, 
nonunion plants in Middle America. "There 
are certain things you can't do in a union 
evironment," says Spalter, "but you can be 
fair and take a. personal approach. I would 
love the opportunity someday to go into an 
existing plant and put in these programs." 

COMMISSIONER MARY GARDINER 
JONES SUPPORTS ESTABLISH
MENT OF STRONG CONSUMER 
PROTECTION AGENCY 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, last 

week, Mary Gardiner Jones, Commis
sioner of the Federal Trade Commission, 
testified before the House Government 
Operations Subcommittee on Legislation 
and Military Operations in support of 
establishment of a strong Consumer 
Protection Agency. Commissioner Jones' 
statement explains the need for con
sumer representation before Federal 
agencies and courts and emphasizes the 
necessity of adequate information gath
ering authority for the Agency. 

Mr. President, Commissioner Jones 
has been a member of the FTC for 9 
years. She is one of the Nation's fore

cxrx--1993-Part 24 

most authorities on consumer protec
tion matters. Her views on this subject 
should be given serious consideration by 
the Congress. Accordingly, I ask unan
imous consent that the text of her state
ment be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF MARY GARDINER JONES, COM

MISSIONER, FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

I am very honored to appear before this 
subcommittee to discuss with you what I re
gard as the single most important consumer 
proposal to come before the Congress even 
taking into account the Federal Trade Com
mission Improvement Act which of course I 
also regard as a very important piece of leg
islation. 

The United States is facing a critical pe
riod in its history. We are wracked with seri
ous inflation which ls of great concern to 
all citizens. In addition to rising prices we are 
confronted with serious problems of pollu
tion, energy shortages, soaring health costs, 
population control and the like. Super-im
posed on all of this is a deep sense of power
lessness on the part of our citizens and a.n 
unfortunately increasing sense of mistrust 
of all institutions, particularly government. 

Thus, it has never been more important 
that we find realistic means to integrate the 
views of the American people into govern
ment decisionmaking. The bill which you are 
considering at these hearings, I believe, will 
go a long way both to contribute to the qual
ity and responsiveness of government actions 
and to give American citizens a realistic sense 
that their government is indeed concerned to 
listen to their views and is taking their in
terests into account in their decisions and 
policy determinations. 

I am just now completing my ninth year 
of service as a Commissioner on the Federal 
Trade Commission. I have watched-and I 
hope participated in-the transformation of 
the Commission from an agency which uued 
to look at its function p·rimarily a.s one of 
stamping out violations of law wherever they 
might appear to an agency which today sees 
its role essentially as one designed to iden
tify and respond to the needs and concerns 
of consumers in the marketplace so far as 
these may be within our jurisdiction. I am 
convinced that the principal factors in pro
ducing this important shift in the Commis
sion's approach to its responsibilities has 
been the existence of a. vocal consumer con
stituency, the ability of that constituency to 
make its voice felt in the day to day deci
sions of the Commission, and finally, the will
ingness of the Commission and its staff to lis
ten and to respond to the real interests and 
needs of consumers in the marketplace. 

I believe that the Commission's experience 
illustrates two things: first, the value of ef
fective consumer access to government de
cisionmaking; and second, the need to insti
tutionalize and mandate that access so that 
it is not dependent on agency discretion and 
the personal predilections of particular 
agency staff and members. 

Today the consumers' access to the Fed
eral Trade Commission is wholly dependent 
on the Commissloners' discretion and will
ingness of its staff to listen to consumer 
viewpoint on issues before them. The Com
mission has never been willing to grant 
consumer representatives a. right of inter
vention in Commission proceedings. Com
missioners still today must be constantly 
reminded of the value of periodic meetings 
with consumer groups. The Commission 
staff could tomorrow discontinue their open
door receptivity to the consumer groups and 
their representatives. 

This is in sharp contrast to the Com
mission's relationships with industry mem
bers and their representatives. Both Com
missioners and staff members a.re in con-

stant contact with industry representatives 
and spokesmen simply as a. part of their day 
to day regulatory investigatory activities. In
dustry viewpoints a.re listened to both as a 
matter of due process as well as a matter of 
simple CCYUI"tesy and a. desire on the part of 
Commissioners to be fair and not to be 
labelled as biased or antibusiness. Commis
sioners today unfortunately seem to have 
le55 concern about appearing anticonsumer 
than they do about appearing a.ntibusiness. 

Yet I am convinced that consumer view
points are as essential as business viewpoints 
for the Commission's effective decisionmak
ing. They are essential because the Commis
sion must re<!eive a balanced sense of the is
sues in order to try and determine where the 
public int-erest truly lies. I do not equate the 
public interest with the consumer interest 
-even though a.11 of us frequently refer to 
consumers as the public. 

Both industry and consumers have an 
identical interest in our actions: industry 
because they fear that affirmative action on 
our part may hurt their business and con
sumers because they fear that inadequate 
action or, more frequently, inaction on our 
part may perpetuate or permit the continu
a.nee of conduct which hurts their interests 
or be inadequate to redress their injuries 
effectively. If government is exposed to only 
one side of a. problem and hears the points 
of view and arguments of only one interest 
group, its action will be to that extent 
deficient. Nor can it be said, as my fellow 
commissioners so frequently say, that they 
know the interests of consumers and hence 
do not need that input. They could just as 
easily, perhaps more easily, say they "know" 
from their own experience the interests of 
the businesses affected by their decisions. 
None of us can ever "know" the interests of 
a. particular group a.s well as the group itself. 
We owe it to ourselves to be forced to listen 
to all parties affected by actions of ours be
fore taking that action. 

With these as my premises, let me discuss 
briefly three of the major issues which I 
understand a.re of concern to this Commit
tee in their consideration of this legisla
tion: (1) the form in whlch consumer input 
should be mandated by this bill; (2) the 
scope of the consumer agency's participation 
in departmental action; and (3) the powers 
which the consumer agency will need in or
der to discharge its critical responsibillties 
of representing consumer interests in agency 
or department decision.making. 

I am convinced that the Consumer Agency 
must be able, as a matter of right, to par
ticipate in government agency actions to 
the extent and with sufficient timeliness so 
that the decision.maker-be he an individual 
or a body-has before it all of the facts, in
cluding those deemed relevant by the Con
sumer Agency, which bear on the decision. 
Let me elaborate this general statement with 
a few specific examples of government agency 
decisionmaking in which I believe the Con
sumer Agency must have an advance par
ticipatory role. 

There seems to be general agreement that 
the Consumer Agency can and must par
ticipate in all adjudicatory and rulemaking 
proceedings which result in final actions of 
some type-promulgation of orders, rules or 
dismissal of the actions. Questions have been 
raised about the Consumer Agency's par
ticipation in settlement negotiations which 
are such a. predomlnant part of these formal 
government agency proceedings. I am con
vinced that this participation is equally es
sential. Moreover, such participation can be 
feasibly accomplished without in any way 
interfering with these negotiations by re
quiring the governmental agencies to pro
vide a. means by which the Consumer Agency 
will receive notice of matters under negotia
tion for settlement, information about the 
terms of settlement being discussed, and an 
opportunity to present its views on adequate 
settlement at least to the staff, and perhaps 
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also to the declsionmaker, before any deci
sion-whether preliminary or tentative or 
final-is made about the acceptablllty of a 
settlement proposal recommended by the 
staff. 

I recognize, of course, that 1! you limit your 
blll to only rulemaking and adjudicatory 
proceedings, you will be affecting only a very 
small percentage of critically important day 
to day government decisions which vitally 
affect consumer interests. I believe, there
fore, that it is essential that your blll pro
vide that the Consumer Agency has a right 
to some type of advance input into these 
other governmental actions. Sections 204(b) 
and 206 of H.R. 14 attempt to achieve this 
objective. Perhaps another way of achieving 
this objective would be to authorize the 
Consumer Agency to enter directly into 
agreements with individual agencies or de
partments in which the precise categories 
of decisions made by that Agency which most 
directly a.fl'ect consumers interests as well 
as the most feasible form of participation by 
the Advocate in ea.ch such agency or depart
ment decisions or category of decisions would 
be spelled out. 

Ea.ch of these special Consumer Agency 
participation agreements would then be pub
lished as a matter of public record. They 
would be subject to an annual review and 
modified or amended annually. This ap
proach would enable agencies to know defi
nitively-at lease on an annual basis-which 
of their decisions or actions might be of con
cern to the Consumer Agency. At the same 
time it would protect the Consumer Agency 
from being inundated with notices of agency 
decisions-by the Weather Bureau for exam
ple-which are unlikely to be of concern to 
it even though the agency or department 
has previously listed itself as a government 
agency with consumer responsibilities. Such 
a public register of agreements would also 
enable members of the public to monitor the 
actions of the Consumer Agency's office so 
that they can have confidence in its per
formance. 

Another alternative-or supplementary 
provision-would be for your bill to require 
agencies or departments to maintain a pub
lic roster of decisions-by categories or in
dividually-which they make which in their 
Judgment affect the interests of consumers. 
This could assist the Consumer Agency in 
determining which matters require consumer 
input and it would enable consumers to 
monitor the priorities of the Consumer 
Agency in selecting the matters in which it 
actually provides some input. 

Once the scope of the Agency's participa
tion is worked out, it is of vital importance, 
in my Judgment, that the nature of its par
ticipation be as broad as possible. It must 
go beyond the mere right to present oral or 
written arguments. It must extend to the 
right to call and cross-examine witnesses, 
present documentary evidence and generally 
participate to the same extent that business 
or industry participates. 

I believe the Consumer Agency must also 
have broad powers to assemble information 
bearing on the consumer interests in a given 
matter. I recognize that full discovery pow
ers conferred on the Agency can subject 
organizations to dual discovery. For this rea
son, other governmental agencies using dis
covery for their own purposes with respect 
to matters which they know are subject to 
Consumer Agency participation should be 
required to consult the Consumer Agency in 
advance and broaden their own discovery re
quests to encompass matters which it deems 
relevant. However, where the decisionmak
lng agency has not used compulsory process, 
the Consumer Agency must have its own 
powers to seek the discovery it feels neces
sary. The producing parties will be fully 
protected from burdensomeness, harassment 
or irrelevant requests since they will have 
the same rights to contest the scope and 

relevance of the Consumer · Agency's dis
covery requests as they would have for the 
action agency's discovery. I believe any added 
burden or delay which might flow from the 
Consumer Agency's discovery process is the 
price we must and should pay in order to 
ensure that government decisionmaking is 
truly sensitive to all of the interests affected 
byit. 

Finally, I am convinced that if the Con
sumer Agency's participation in govern
mental decisionmaking is to carry any gen
uine welgh<t and influence, it is critically nec
essary that the Agency be given the right 
of seeking Judicial review of the action agen
cy's decision where it believes such decisions 
are contrary to the law or to the facts. With
out a right of appeal, the Consumer Agency's 
participation on whatever terms it is agreed 
upon would be rendered essentially meaning
less since the action agency could ignore it 
with impunity. Indeed unless the Consumer 
Agency has the right of appeal, its absence 
might almost create an incentive for the ac
tion agency in difficult cases to weigh the 
facts in favor of industry and thus avoid 
a review of its decisions. Again, I know of 
my own experience that it ls much more dif
ficult and requires far more care to write 
opinions dismissing cases since these latter 
opinions will never be scrutinized on appeal. 
In opinions which cannot be appealed, the 
discussion of the evidence can be, and fre
quently is, much more cursory and the ra
tionale for dismissal can be and frequently 
is, either summarily put forth or is dis· 
cussed much more briefly than in decisions 
susceptible to appeal. Moreover, I do not be
lieve that this right of appeal should be 
limited to matters in which the Consumer 
Agency has previously participated as a party 
since this would have the effect of compelling 
him to intervene in all matters in order to 
protect his right of appeal when he has no 
reason to assume his participation is neces
sary. 

I am deeply appreciative of this oppor
tunity to appear before you on this very im
portant bill. I know that in a very real sense 
if you approve a bill creating a Consumer 
Agency you will be making a critical con
tribution to the improved effectiveness of 
our democratic system at a particularly criti
cal period in our nation's history. 

VICE PRESIDENT AGNEW 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I would 

like to commend to the attention of my 
colleagues an article, written by Bruce 
Biossat, which appeared in yesterday's 
Washington Star News. 

The article touches on several key 
themes relating to the Vice President of 
the United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AGNEW'S SLOW AGONY 

With each passing day of his slow, water
torture treatment from the federal judiciary 
and the White House, Vice President Spiro 
Agnew may indeed be getting closer to re
signing his office. 

When that idea first surfaced days ago, 
many friends and associates described it as 
"out of character." Only one I talked with in
sisted that, in the trying circumstances, it 
was not. Rechecking, I find this essentially 
minority view increasingly persuasive. 

Says this man again, with fresh force: 
"Believe me, the vice president does not 

have the patience to endure this." 
This assessment is based upon a close-hand 

measure of Agnew's mood and private utter
ance. It has nothing to do with recent stories, 
now publicly questioned by his lawyers, that 

the vice president has ·been "plea. bargain
ing," offering to plead guilty to some minor 
offense ( out of a packet of charges) that he 
was involved in kickbacks and extortion while 
governor of Maryland, in return for resigning. 

Nor is the judgment linked directly to ef
forts new at this writing, to block further ac
tion by U.S. prosecutors and possibly by a 
grand jury, until the constitutional issues 
surrounding the case are settled. 

What is involved is this: 
When Agnew publicly said he would not 

yield his office but would fight for his pro
claimed innocence from that vantage point, 
he never dreamed either that the federal ju
diciary would perform as it has, or that Presi
dent Nixon would give him so little public 
backing. 

He is strongly inclined now to believe that 
the battle can be better fought from the out
side. 

This attitude, reported to me, is wholly 
understandable, despite the view of some 
that the office gives him a better fortress 
from which to mount his personal combat. 

It is nearly two months now since the 
charges against Agnew first appeared. In this 
inexcusably long span without decisive ac
tion, he has been subjected to a running 
stream of leaked reports. A fair percentage of 
these unmistakably have come from federal 
prosecutors who, by such misconduct, should 
have forfeited any reasonable consideration 
as continuing or future occupants of public 
legal posts. 

Admittedly, the legal-constitutional issues 
are complex. There ls no need to review them 
all. Typical and central is the question 
whether a vice president can be indicted be
fore he is impeached, or must first be im
peached. 

Nevertheless, it is unconscionably c,rue'. and 
unfair that federal authorities, fully aware 
of the massive damage already done to the 
vice president's reputation and political fu
ture by official misconduct, should have al
lowed so much time to elapse without some 
sort of formal action on a single charge. 

At least as cruel is the President's calcu
lated silence through Agnew's long ordeal. 
His limp, second-hand expressions of faith 
in his performance just as vice president 
amount to nothing. It ls ha.rd to escape, too, 
the indications that the White House has 
been the source of many le.a.ks, including 
some suggesting pressure on him to resign. 

The merits of the case against Agnew are 
yet to be weighed. What is plain ls that, in 
this very cruel town, his treatment ranks 
with the cruelest in history. Justice is a 
huge loser. 

ENERGY REFORM 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, as the fuel 

shortage continues unabated, so, too, the 
experts continue to propose various 
remedies to the oil-auto energy crisis. 
Unfortunately, many of these proposals 
fail to consider the increase in national 
petroleum consumption augmented by 
the expanding manufacture and pur
chase of new automobiles. Thus, the pro
posed remedies often assume that a little 
self-restraint will solve the problem. 

Stewart Udall, former Secretary of the 
Interior during the Kennedy administra
tion, proposes a more workable solution 
in an article, "The ABC's of Energy Re
form," which appeared in the New York 
Times, Thursday, July 12. 

Describing the American car as "an 
economic hemorrhage and an energy dis
aster," Mr. Udall stresses the need to 
initiate "sweeping changes in our whole 
petroleum-based transportation system." 
These sweeping changes could be accom
plished by enacting Dr. Paul McCrack-
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en's proposal for an immediate increase 
of 10 cents per gallon in the Federal 
tax on gasoline, and allocating the ad
ditional revenues to an emergency trans
portation fund. The moneys in the fund 
would be spent, says Mr. Udall, to rebuild 
our public transportation systems, there
by reducing our consumption of oil and 
avoiding "our impending economic bond
age to a few nations in the Middle East." 

Under this program subsidies would be 
provided for current intracity mass 
transit systems to allow free fares, for 
cities to construct new mass transit sys
tems, and for railroads to produce faster 
trains. 

If Mr. Udall's plan were implemented, 
the effects on our environment and en
ergy conditions would be more than sat
isfactory. Mr. Udall swnmarizes these 
benefits succinctly: Decreased air pollu
tion, saving of precious land that guides 
urban growth, elimination of 15,000 traf
fic fatalities annually. Moreover, we 
would avoid the dollar devaluations re
sulting from dependence on other oil
producing countries. 

Says Mr. Udall: 
A program of this magnitude would get at 

the roots of the oil-auto energy crisis and 
force us to come to terms with our own 
gluttony and waste. 

Although the quest for new sources of 
energy will hopefully yield the final solu
tion to our present dilemma, it would 
not be realistic to believe that the transi
tion to a new energy system will occur 
in the immediate future. And it would 
be equally foolish to believe that we can 
safely afford to wait out the interim 
period. We require an immediate solu
tion. I believe the proposal set forth by 
Stewart Udall is a salient one that de
serves consideration. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the article, "The 
ABC's of Energy Reform," be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE ABC's OF ENERGY REFORM 
(By Stewart L. Udall) 

WASHINGTON.-Various experts recently 
proposed assorted remedies for the oil-auto 
energy crisis. Dr. Arthur Burns of the Fed
eral Reserve has suggested a horsepower tax; 
Secretary Morton has urged the states to 
lower their speed limits, and Secretary Shultz 
has proposed voluntary car pools. My quarrel 
with such proposals is that they assume the 
petroleum crunch will diminish if we merely 
exercise a. little self-restraint and make some 
modest adjustments in our automobile eti
quette. All the available facts deny the valid
ity of such assumptions. 

Petroleum consumption is increasing 7 per 
cent ea.ch year, and we a.re manufacturing 
and buying a record number of new autos 
this year. The official statistics show that the 
U.S. oil shortage is worsening daily-and it 
will grow until we take drastic action to re
verse our voracious consumption of petroleum. 
products. It is urgent to deter wasteful travel 
now; but It is ten times more Important to 
1nitia.te sweeping changes 1n our whole petro
leum-based transportation system. 

What might be the first pa.rt of such a two
step program has been proposed by Dr. Paul 
W. McCracken, President Nixon's first chair
man of the Council of Economic Advisers. 
McCracken called for an Immediate increase 
of ten cents per gallon in the Federal tax on 
gasoline-and an additional ten-cent tax in 
1974. He reasoned that such a stiff increase 

in the gas tax would dampen demand by 
penetrating the consumer's "threshold of 
awareness" of the energy shortage. In all like
lihood, McCracken's plan would curtail un
necessary travel and help us cut oil consump
tion in the near term. However, his stopgap 
measure does nothing to bring about the 
structural changes in our transportation sys
tem that can save us from a far worse crisis 
a few years from now. 

Bold action is imperative. I propose that 
we convert McCracken's short-term deterrent 
into a dynamo for long-run reform. The Mc
Cracken tax (a ten-cent Federal gas tax will 
produce over $10 billion in annual revenues) 
should be enacted and allocated to an emer
gency transportation fund. This fund should 
be expended on a crash program to rebuild 
our public transportation systems, reduce our 
consumption of oil, and avoid our impending 
economic bondage to a few nations in the 
Middle East. 

How would the money be spent? 
As a. starter, we should subsidize current 

intra.city mass transit systems to the point 
that fa.res are free--or at least dirt cheap. 
(This would be a temporary act of equity to 
low-income people who would be hurt by the 
regressive nature of the McCracken tax.) 

The cities (most of which are ready for 
action and begging for funds) should be 
given billions to build and subsidize versatile 
mass transit systems--everything from bike
ways to modern bus systems to monorails. 
The construction of cheap, pleasant and 
convenient public transportation would make 
our one-man, one-car transportation sys
tem obsolete. Indeed, "second cars" would 
soon become an intolerable expense. (We 
have the technology-and the nearby ex
ample of Toronto-so let no one argue that 
this is an impractical plan.) 

The railroads should be subsidized and en
couraged to produce a new generation of 
fast trains that would shift much of our 
intercity passenger and freight traffic from 
highways and aircraft to fuel-saving rail
ways. 

The automakers should be encouraged (to 
the extreme of a partial subsidy if necessary) 
to bring about a swift transition to small, 
lower-horsepower, 25-miles-per-gallon auto
mobiles. (And Congress could do its part by 
mandatory laws regulating the weight of 
autos and the size of their engines.) 

The environmental and energy-economy 
dividends to the nation from such a program 
would be enormous. 

We would cut back the air pollution which 
ls choking our cities. 

We would save precious land by slowing 
down urban sprawl. (In fact, we should spend 
10 to 15 per cent of the fund on emergency 
grants to cities to enable them to purchase 
open space and greenbelts that would check 
sprawl and guide urban growth.) 

We would probably save at least 15,000 lives 
annually by reducing and decelerating auto 
travel. 

We would a.void the periodic dollar devalu
ations that will inevitably plague us if we 
become economic satraps of the oil-produc
ing countries. 

A program of this magnitude would get at 
the roots of the oil-auto energy crisis and 
force us to come to terms with our own 
gluttony and waste. Last year, for example, 
we burned nearly 55 per cent of the world's 
gasoline. The behemoth "American car" is 
now an economic hemorrhage and an energy 
disaster. Drastic reforms are needed now. 
Unless the President's new "energy czar" pro
duces a program of the scope I have sug
gested, hardships and dislocations will im
pinge on the lives of millions before this 
decade has run its course. 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. ELAINE NIELSEN 
Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I 

would like to take this opportunity to 
pay tribute to a truly remarkable indi-

vidual, Mrs. Elaine Nielsen of Beresford, 
S.Dak. 

Anyone who is familiar with the needs 
of rural America is undoubtedly aware 
of the acute physician shortage which 
plagues many rural communities. To the 
residents of these areas, access to basic, 
quality health care is a very real and 
pressing problem. 

While Federal officials theorize about 
this problem in Washington, many dedi
cated and hardworking individuals are 
at work in the field trying to help the 
sick and unfortunate. Elaine Nielsen is 
one of these people. 

Elaine Nielsen is a compassionate in
dividual who, 16 long years ago, started 
her own visiting nurse service to help 
her friends and neighbors. Today, she 
puts in about 61 hours a week in caring 
for her 110 patients, makes more than 
2,500 home visits a year to patients rang
ing in age from a few days to 92 years, 
and travels over 25,500 miles to do so. 

I have before me here today a copy 
of an article, written by Dorothy Kelly, 
which appeared in the September issue 
of the American Journal of Nursing. 
This fine article recounts the accom
plishments of the truly remarkable Mrs. 
Nielsen and also highlights the unique 
health-care problem which affects much 
of rural America. I ask unanimous con
sent that this article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ONE TOWN'S ONE-NURSE SERVICE 
(By Dorothy Kelly) 

In Beresford, South Dakota, a rural town, 
Elaine Nielsen responded to her neighbors' 
and friends' nursing needs. Thus began a 
practice which today includes 110 patients. 

Today nurses who set up their own prac
tices make news because the idea is still rel
atively new. Elaine Nielsen started her own 
visiting nurse service 16 years ago. Today 
she puts in about 61 hours a week in caring 
for her 110 patients, makes more than 2,500 
home visits a. year to patients ranging in age 
from a few days to 92 years, and travels over 
25,500 miles to do so. 

On the side her schedule includes such 
activities as teaching first aid to girl scouts, 
attending workshops, monitoring special 
nursing classes on television, studying, and 
spending innumerable hours of writing rec
ords and reports relating to her patients. 
During a time when Beresford had no resi
dent physician, she attended all high school 
athletic events at the request of school offi
cials. 

Ms. Nielsen never really hung out a shin
gle. Her service began after her marriage 
when her neighbors began calling on her to 
help care for elderly relatives just released 
from hospitals or patients with terminal ill
ness who, because of financial burdens or 
preference, spent their final days at home 
instead of in a. hospital. Prior to this she had 
been the administrator of a small hospital in 
South Dakota and worked as a general duty 
nurse in the emergency room of a large hos
pital in Arizona. She received her diploma. at 
Sioux Valley Hospital School of Nursing in 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota, in 1950 and re
mained at the hospital for a year as a general 
duty nurse in orthopedic and medical nurs
ing. 

Soon she was spending more time ca.ring 
for her neighbors than her own family. So, 
she and her husband worked out a schedule 
of charges paralleling fees received by pri
vate duty nurses, plus mileage. 

Her first paying patient 16 years ago had 
a terminal case of cancer of the spine. The 
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patient lacked funds for a nursing home but 
did not qualify for welfare assistance. 

Beresford is a town of 1,660 people in south
eastern South Dakota, midway between Sioux 
Falls and Sioux City in Iowa, with approxi
mately 6,000 people living within the 12-
mile radius. For 40 years t he community had 
only one medical doctor. Until recently there 
were no school nurses or public health nurses. 
The closest hospital is 20 miles away. 

The town does have a well-equipped ambu
lance service, staffed by volunteers. Elaine is 
one of them. 

HER POLITICAL SHREWDNESS 
When Medicare went into effect, many el

derly patients did not understand why 
Elaine's nursing service charges were not paid 
by Medicare. She learned from the state 
health department that applications to have 
a home nursing service certified had to be 
processed through county public health 
nurses and that only those counties with 
such an official could approve payment for 
her services to Medicare patients. 

Her territory covers portions of four coun
ties. Two had public health nurses at that 
time, and they certified her, qualifying those 
residents for payment of her services. 

The other two counties presented a prob
lem. Union County had appropriated funds 
for a public health nurse, but the pay scale, 
compared to adjacent Iowa, was too low to 
attract a qualified registered nurse to the 
position. 

Clay County, Elaine's place of residence, 
had a different problem. The county had 
had no public health nurse for 27 years, 
and the county commissioners said they 
could make no appropriation for such an 
office unless citizens requested one. 

Elaine hit the speaking circuit in her spare 
time, enlisting the a.id of the county teachers' 
association, extension club leaders, and any
one else who would listen. Teachers in the 
county circulated petitions and armed with 
these and backed by a state nursing con
sultant, Elaine again met with the Clay 
County commissioners, who made the appro
priation. 

HER CASELOAD 
Beresford now has the services of one phy

sician, and she calls on this doctor's patients 
only when they request her services for bed
fast patients. She also accepts referrals from 
out-of-town attending physicians, most of 
whom a.re specialists. She is quick to point 
out that she is not competing with the local 
doctor for patients; professionally, there can 
be no competition. 

Her patients now include private patients 
(some of whom come to her home for visits), 
welfare patients, and some who are on Medi· 
care. 

Many long-distance telephone calls are 
made to doctors when immediate consulta
tion is necessary, and regular hospital calls 
are worked into her schedule to check on 
patients' progress and therapy, ea.sing the 
transition from hospital to home care. 

In 1971, Elaine hired a part-time secretary 
to assist with the paper work, as well as a 
part-time housekeeper, a neighbor who was 
then a second-year student in nursing school 
and who used the money she earned to help 
pay for her education. 

READY FOR EVERYTHING 
Elaine travels in a red Toyota equipped to 

meet almost any emergency she may find. 
She carries a small tank of oxygen, a mask 
unit, dressings of all sizes, cotton balls, 
thermometers, a stethoscope, an otoscope, a 
sphygmomanometer, splints of various sizes, 
Fleet enemas, needles and syringes, sterile 
and unsterlle rubber gloves, hand soap, 
towels, sutures, airways, injectible medica
tions, irrigating solutions, sounds, catheters, 
and catheter trays. In addition, she carries, 
at times, equipment needed in the care of 
specific patients. 

For times when the snow drifts a.re so high 

the car won't plow through, she has a snow
mobile, equipped with a sled. During the win
ter of 1968-1969, when over 130 inches of 
snowfall were recorded, she and her hus
band, who pilots the snowmobile, hauled 
food, fuel, and other supplies to patients 
and others who were isolated for weeks at a 
time by blocked roads. The sled can accom
modate a stretcher, but has not as yet been 
required to do so. It could get a stranded 
patient from a farm to cleared roads and 
an ambulance, if necessary. 

She has a long list of equipment and sup
plies which patients rent from her-whirl
pool baths, apparatus for Buck's extension, 
intermittent positive pressure breathing ma
chines, commodes, walkers, crutches, hos
pital beds, and other things not available 
in the community. 

Throughout her 16 years of nursing service, 
she has never advertised and has tried to 
avoid any type of publicity. Her list of pa
tients has grown to the point that to add an
other would make her workload almost im
possible. Yet, she manages to squeeze in more 
when a doctor or family insists on her serv
ices. Few people in the community know the 
extent of her work. 

She acknowledges that the work is strenu
ous, but derives a great satisfaction and en
joyment from it. Her husband commented 
one Sunday morning when she remarked she 
was tired, "I don't know why you should be; 
you ca.me to bed three times last night." 

She has a deep religious faith, "It is sus
taining to know I am not out there alone, 
whether it is night or day, or fair weather or 
foul. One has to have a strong faith to survive 
the schedule." 

AMERICAN PATRIOTISM 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as 

the 200th birthday of our great Nation 
rapidly approaches, it should give us 
pause to contemplate where we have 
come from and where we are going. 

I have often spoken on the subject of 
our national heritage and the need for 
revitalization of the basic-but impor
tant-concepts which made this Nation. 
Fundamental values such as frugality, 
hard work, dedication, and Christianity 
are still valid today and must be renewed. 

Two articles which recently appeared 
in Reader's Digest eloquently discuss 
these objectives. I was so impressed with 
them that I would like to share them 
with my colleagues. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the articles entitled 
"Spirits of 1776 and 1976-What We 
Have Lost," and "Spirits of 1776 and 
1976-A Chance for Rediscovery," which 
appeared in the September issue of 
Reader's Digest, be printed in the REC
ORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SPIRITS OF 1776-AND 1976 
(Condensed from "The Spirits of '76" by 

Eric Sloan) 
I . WHAT WE HAVE LOST 

John Adams wrote: "Posterity! You will 
never know how much it cost the present 
generation to preserve your freedom!" He 
was right: we are not aware. Our heritage 
is threatened more by indifference than by 
anything else. 

Not long ago, my editor suggested that I 
write a book for the occasion of the Bicen
tennial of the United States of America. I 
started thinking about it, and an idea was 
born. When we take a hard look at 1776, we 
see more clearly by comparison what Amer-

lea is today. There is a difference and the 
difference is interesting. 

In America today, we tend to believe that 
we are exactly like the early American, only 
wiser and more experienced-that today is 
no more than yesterday grown older. We 
accept the fact that the horse and buggy are 
gone forever. But we perceive only dimly 
that the man who drove that horse and 
buggy, the godly, frugal , thankful, work-lov
ing man of yesterday, is gone, too, replaced
a.11 too oft en by the money-oriented, extrava
gant, discontented, thankless man of today. 
Somewhere along the line, the original spirits 
of America became obsolete. 

It might be enlightening, I thought, to 
isolate some of the valuable philosophies of 
our early times, the "spirits of '76," that have 
weakened or vanished; perhaps, in the proc
ess, some of these lost spirits might be re
vived. I suppose that growing philosophical 
is not in keeping with the popular, gay spirit 
of celebration, but the approach of a 200th 
birthday seems to deserve serious reflection. 
And even if you disagree with my list of 
vanished American spirits, or want to add 
some of your own, we will both have done 
some useful thinking. 

THE SPmIT OF PATRIOTISM 
In this age of flag-burnings, when the 

Stars and Stripes are being worn on the back
sides of blue jeans, patriotism in America. 
seems to be at an all-time low. As I thought 
about this, however, I realized that Ameri
cans have increasingly related "patriotism" 
to war and militarism and nationalism. I 
had never regarded patriotism in such a 
light, and I began to wonder if we had not 
been using the word incorrectly. I went to 
old dictionaries, volumes such as might have 
been used by George Washington or Patrick 
Henry, and in one of them I found patriotism 
defined as: "The Spirit of acting like a 
Father to one's country: A Publick Spirited
ness." Another dictionary called patriotism 
"a quality of respect of one who is de
voted to his family in a fatherly fashion." 
This has little to do with war or national
ism, but it has a lot to do with the important 
word "respect." 

Respect for the family, respect for the 
nation and the land, respect for the flag and 
the law. respect for mankind and respect for 
oneself. These are the real ingredients of pa
triotism, and these are the values of the past 
that we must relearn it we hope to survive 
as a civilized country. 

Adlai Stevenson, for one, seldom used the 
word "patriotism"-yet he was undeniably 
patriotic. "When an American says that he 
loves his country," he once said, "he means 
not only that he loves the New England 
hills, the prairies glistening in the sun, the 
wide and rising plains, the great mountains 
and the sea. He means that he loves an inner 
air, an inner light in which freedom lives 
and in which a man can draw the breath 
of self-respect." 

THE SPmIT OF HARD LABOR 
As I sit in my studio and look out over 

the New England landscape laced together by 
ribbons of stone fencing, I wonder at the ef
fort-often by old men-that must have 
gone into the clearing of the land two cen
turies ago. Once upon a time in America, 
such hard work was a part of life, one of 
the pleasures and satisfactions of living. Now 
the idea seems to be to try to get the most 
pay for the least amount of work. Hard labor 
seems to be considered drudgery, punish
ment, or at best a necessary evil. Retirement 
from labor has become a national aim. In 
other countries this is a personal decision; 
in America it is forced on a. man, often 
just at the time when his talents are at 
a peak. 

I remember Robb Golding, one of the last 
of that vanishing race of oldtime Maine 
guides. "He is an old friend," my wife said, 
"and he is coming this spring to prepare a 
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garden for us." One day in May, Robb arrived. 
The next morning, during breakfast, I began 
to wonder at what time one should a.waken 
a 92-year-old man. 

At that moment he appeared at the kitchen 
door. "I hope I didn't wake you," he said. 
"Tried to be quiet, but I kept striking your 
confounded Connecticut stones." He'd been 
hard at work since six. 

At the end of two days, Robb had laid out 
an extraordinary garden with a split-rail 
fence around it. I suppose local help would 
have made it a week's work. When I brought 
up the subject of pay, Robb gave me a lesson 
in human nature. "Work is work when you're 
paid to do it," he said. "When you're not, it 
becomes pleasure. There's a lot of time in 
heaven for me to rest, so I want to get in all 
the working hours I can while I'm still alive." 

It is rare today to find someone like Robb, 
someone who en3oys his work and takes pride 
in what he does. It wasn't rare two centuries 
ago. People then created beautiful gardens, . 
built their own homes, made their own furni
ture, sewed their own clothes. The early 
American farmer left to future generations 
countless monuments to the spirit of hard 
labor. The stone walls flowing into the hori
zon of my farmland, and the massive beams 
above me in by barn studio--these things 
are more than decorative. They are like gifts 
from one artist to another, and they remind 
me of a sampler, obviously sewn by a young 
girl, that came with my farmhouse: "See 
only that thou work hard, and thou canst not 
escape the reward." 

THE SPmIT OF FRUGALITY 

It has been estimated that we Americans 
waste more in one second than we made in 
a. whole year two centuries ago. There were 
no garbage dumps in those days, because 
people used all their leftovers. Meat-fat 
scraps miraculously became scented soap; 
old plaster and cow dung became fertilizer for 
the garden; and most of the wrought-iron 
tools around the farm were recreated from 
other broken or discarded implements. 

But the spirit of frugality, once an Ameri
can trait, has been replaced by a wasteful, 
throwaway economy. Defying logic, the gov
ernment seems anxious to prove that the · 
more of our money it spends, the richer we 
become. Frugality is now frowned upon as 
being associated with stinginess or poverty; 
yet it is actually a source of the richer life 
because it is founded on the principle that 
all wealth has limits. 

Frugality is also a sign of intelligence and 
sensitivity. The artist or writer knows the 
value of being frugal with brush strokes or 
words; he knows how extravagance usually 
produces little more than bad taste. 

I recall going to buy a rag rug from an 
aged Connecticut farmwife. Tears came to 
her eyes as she contemplated its sale. "I 
started that center part," she said, "when 
we first began farming. You can still see 
the dyed flour sacks we used for curtains. 
Where you see the blue gingham-that's 
from the first dress Bob bought me . . . and 
there's even a bit of the baby's pink crib 
cover!" The rug spelled out a large piece of 
her life, all made from rags such as most 
people ~hrow away. "I'll come back another 
time," I lied to her, "when I have the money 
with me." Of course, I didn't return. 

THE SPmIT OF THANKFULNESS 

Pioneer Americans were rich in the spirit 
of thankfulness. When the M ayftower 
dropped anchor at Plymouth, the Pilgrims 
gathered on deck for prayers; and when 
they stepped ashore, they knelt in the sand 
for another prayer of thanks. It was the 
proper way of life in those days to be 
grateful often and to express it openly. In 
our 20th century world, however, voicing 
gratitude has gone out of fashion. 

But not always. I remember Joseph Sar
tori, a poor inunlgra.nt who started Joe's 

Restaurant in Coney Island. Whenever one 
of his waiters was in need, an unsigned 
envelope containing cash would appear at 
his home. Joe had prospered without help 
from anyone, and it became his habit to 
dispose of his profits. But I also remember 
how Joe went out of business, a sad man. 
He had fired a waiter whom he found to be 
dishonest. The union, however, disagreed 
with Joe and surrounded his restaurant with 
pickets. I shall never forget an Italian bus
boy who marched alongside the pickets with 
his own handmade sign. It read: "Mr. Sar
tori is not an unfair man. He is a good man. 
God bless him. Please eat at his restaurant." 

It is easy and popular nowadays to dis
play discontent, but to voice gratitude is 
remarkable. The gifts of life are more and 
more taken for granted, and the general 
belief is that we constantly deserve more . 
than whatever we already have. God grant . 
that the spirit of gratefulness may a.gain 
become a national trait-that we may find . 
more occasions for thankfulness than a single 
feast day in November. 

THE SPmIT OF GODLINESS 

I believe a great man is one who gives 
whatever gifts God has bestowed upon him 
to mankind. Perhaps there were more of 
them in past times because society was based 
on godliness. In George Washington's day, 
the church was not only the center of each 
village, but the main support of American 
life, tying together family, community and 
nation. "To attempt government without 
God," said Washington, "is impossible." Like 
it or not, accept it or not, the Bible was 
once the main source of America's national 
identity. 

Today the church is only an embellish
ment; the churchgoer, all too often, merely 
decorates his life with occasional attendance. 
Most have to refer to the dollar bill to re
call our national motto, "In God We Trust," 
and the worship of money-rather than 
God-has become ingrained. Villages are no 
longer born around a central church, but 
wherever a bank is built. 

THE SPIRIT OF TIME 

As in skating over thin ice, our survival 
nowadays is thought to lie in speed. We 
believe that the most efficient way to do 
things is to do them quickly, and we devote 
much of our energy to finding new ways 
to save time. We are always in a hurry. 

Two hundred years ago, however, haste 
was considered vulgar; anyone who was in 
a hurry was regarded as not quite civilized. 
Benjamin Franklin expressed it this way: 
"Only fraud and deceit are ever in a hurry. 
Take time for all things; great haste makes 
great waste." 

When the modern American observes the 
extraordinary craftsmanship that went into 
the making of many early American prod
ucts, he has a ready explanation. "In the old 
days," he says, "they had more time." Actu
ally, they had about a fourth of the time 
that we have today. To begin with, their 
average life-span was shorter. Without 
machinery, things took about ten times 
longer to make. Without electric lights, the 
workday was much shorter. And no matter 
what a man's business was, he had to do 
early-morning chores before he left for work. 

Two hundred years ago, the sands of time 
ran much faster, but somehow there was 
more time, and the early American had a 
precious knowledge that we are too impatient 
to learn-how to make use of each minute. 
Today we have extraordinary timesavers, but 
when we actually manage to save a few min
utes, we are not at all clever about what to 
do with them. Indeed, we appear to save 
time only to squander it, as a man hoards 
money in order to be extravagant. "Dost 
thou love life?" asked Franklin. "Then do 
not squander Time; for that's the stuff Life 
is ma.de of." 

THE SPIRIT OF AWARENESS 

Bolled down to one word, the most impor
tant difference between the early American 
and his modern counterpart is awareness. 
Living then was a vital experience; today 
we often exist in a dreamlike, mechanical 
world where we seem to have very little role 
to play in our own lives. 

I remember hosting a New Mexican Indian 
friend from the Taos reservation, showing 
him the wonders of New York City for the 
first time. "What impresses me most," he 
told me, "is the people. They all look as if 
they are running in their sleep. They have 
no faces." He was right: you see them now, 
sitting in buses and at restaurants, working 
in offices or walking along the streets, with
drawn from the world, hiding behind blank 
masks. 

Living two centuries ago was a more con
scious experience because each thing done 
was done to its fullest. Drinking water 
meant tasting your own water from a well 
that you dug yourself; now you turn a faucet 
and water appears from some unknown 
place. Illuminating a room was lighting can
dles which you had made yourself; IX>w you 
turn on a switch and light mysteriously 
arrives from God knows where-often the 
power company itself is not certain. Eating 
used to be tasting food that you grew and 
raised yourself, then cooked at home; now 
we seldom know what we are eating or where 
it comes from. 

With all the necessities of life being made 
for you or done for you by someone un
known, somewhere else, the only part left for 
us to play is to pay out money in exchange. 
The old-timer seldom paid out money; in
stead, he knew the source, the ingredients 
and results of his everyday life; this gave 
him the satisfaction of self-security and 
self-vitality. 

One of the charms of early American ob
jects is that the maker nearly always signed 
his name or initials and put down the date. 
We now regard this as a quaint custom, but 
it was really a key to the spirit of awareness 
that permeated those profound times. Men 
were conscious of their position in the new 
nation, and they did not want to be 
anonymous. When you create for posterity 
you are most apt to be excellent. 

THE SPIRIT OF HOPE 

When I gave this manuscript to my secre
tary to be typed, I asked her after she 
finished to tell me her reactions to what I 
was trying to say. She left me a note which 
said: "This is an interesting and moving 
piece of writing, but it is sad in its impli
cations. It doesn't leave much hope." 

I was grateful for that comment, and I 
added this postscript about an American 
spirit that has not vanished-the spirit of 
hope. The Bible tells us, "There is hope of a 
tree, if it be cut down, that it will sprout 
again." So, too, can the old spirits of 
America sprout up again sometime, some
where. Once you know them, even as small 
voices from far away, they will surely endure 
even the loud bombardment of modern 
change. 

The pollution of affluence, congestion, 
automation and lack of purpose which has 
so changed our moral nation is not as strong 
as the powerful spirits that America was 
born with. In living for Today we can dream 
for Tomorrow-and learn from Yesterday. 

SPmITs OF 1776-AND 1976 

(By Robert O'Brien) 
II. A CHANCE FOR REDISCOVERY 

(America's approaching Bicentennial calls 
us, one and all, to a renewal of pride in our 
heritage and hope in our future.) 

To our forefathers in the Thirteen Colonies 
200 yea.rs a.go, independence from Great Brit-
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ain was by no means a universal goal. Only 
about one third of the colonists desired it, 
and were willing to die for it. Another third 
were loyal to the British Crown, and wanted 
to remain British subjects. A final third were 
Indifferent or indisposed to fight, and wanted 
no part of either side. Nevertheless, the issue 
concerned them all, and could not be evaded. 

To many people involved in planning the 
American Revolution Bicentennial, com
memorating the 200th anniversary of the 
adoption of the Declaration of Independence, 
history seems to be repeating itself. Only one 
of every three Americans appears to be will
ing to work for the Bicentennial, and con
siders it a priceless opportunity to excite, 
inspire and unite America, and to express 
his or her own love of country. The other 
two aren't involved-yet. 

Nevertheless, like the cause of independ
ence in 1776, the national Bicentennial cele· 
bration cannot be evaded. Even though the 
focal date, July 4, 1976, seems comfortably 
far in the future, to those concerned it looms 
uncomfortably close. They realize that it 
takes time, planning, energy and money to 
gear up to a. Bicentennial effort that the 
country will be able to look back upon, 
proudly, for generations to come. 

So, already, in cities, towns and crossroad 
hamlets, there is beginning to be heard a call 
to action with the urgency of Paul Revere's 
midnight ride. Committees a.re raising the 
cry for ideas on the national theme "A Past 
to Remember-A Future to Mold." "Maybe 
you're a printer, an architect, a. housewife," 
claims the Rhod.e Island Bicentennial Com
mission to the state's 968,000 citizens. "If 
you can type, hammer a na.11, drive a car or 
make telephone calls, we need you. Indi
viduals, groups, corporations-young and 
old-sign up now and volunteer for '761" 

To be sure, the American Revolution Bi
centennial Commission (ARBO) has experi
enced tough sledding in the past year: the 
Iowa state legislature voted against sup
port of the World Food Exposition at Des 
Moines, long counted on a.s a. major Bicen
tennial event; Colorado citizens voted not 
to hold the 1976 Winter Olympic Games in 
their state, planned as a major opening event 
of the Bicentennial year; Philadelphia's 
plans for a.n international Bicentennial ex
position were dropped. 

Despite these major setbacks, the commis
sion has registered solid achievements. It has 
taken a. vague, amorphous concept, antici
pated ultimately to involve the entire nation, 
and imposed a solid foundation for the Bi
centennial. ARBC's three major theme com
mittees, conceived to honor the nation's past, 
present and future-Heritage '76, Festival 
USA and Horizons '76-are well established 
and functioning.• ARBC has encouraged the 
states to Initiate their own Bicentennial 
efforts, securing from Congress $90,000 in 
opera.ting funds for each, and deserves much 
of the credit for the fact that Bicentennial 
commissions are off and running in all 50 
states and five U.S. territories. 

Now, as the efforts shift from organization 
and planning to action, Congress feels that 
ARBO has served its purpose. And a Presiden
tial recommendation for reorganizing the 50· 
member panel, meeting only six times a year, 
with a small, efficient task force working 
closely together on a full-time basis, is a.t 
this writing before Congress. 

Meanwhile, under Presidential directive to 
get on with the job, federal departments and 
agencies are undertaking national Bicenten
nial projects. And at a recent Washington 
meeting, government spokesmen outlined 
programs to channel $200 million to $300 
million into the Bicentennial over the next 
three years. Among them: 

•see "Ring Out, Liberty Bell!" The Read
er's Digest, July '72. 

The Smithsonian Institution's plans for a 
summer-long Festival of American Folklife, 
on the Mall in Washington, in which the 
museum and some 2500 performers will 
demonstrate the "origins and continuities" 
of American culture; and its opening, on 
July 4, 1976, of the $40-million National Air 
and Space Museum. 

The Department of the Interior's volun
teer Johnny Horizon program, to rally all 
Americans to help prevent pollution, to 
"clean up America for our 200th birthday," 
and to plant 200 million trees along streets 
and in parks, via the nation's schoolchildren. 

The Library of Congress' publication of 
some 18,000 letters and documents of dele
gates to the Continental Congress from 1774 
to 1789. 

Plans of the National Endowment of the 
Arts, part of whose annual $50- to $60-mil
lion budget will be devoted to "bringing back 
the arts to the center of American life" 
through Bicentennial activities of the na
tion's 5600 choral groups, 2600 community 
theaters, 6000 museums, 320 regional dance 
companies, 100 major and metropolitan sym
phony orchestras, and its 140 professional 
theater, dance and opera. companies. 

Out across the nation, state and local com
missions are united in a new, emergent 
"Spirit of '76," pitching in to help make the 
Bicentennial a thrilling and festive com
memoration. Colorado, rebounding from its 
turndown of the Winter Olympics, plans to 
rebuild historic forts and trails and to con
struct 100 small parks in communities all 
over the state. Philadelphia, likewise resur
gent, is hard at work on $160-million plans 
for the "Historic Square Mlle," from Inde
pendence Mall east to the Delaware River; 
for summer-festival programs along Benja
min Franklin Parkway and in Fairmount 
Park; for neighborhood environmental im
provements. 

Alabama is forming '76 action communi
ties in every city, town and village. "This 
way,'' says director Bobby Bowick, "we'll give 
every Alabamian an opportunity to do some
thing. We've got some big, exciting things 
going in our state, but there'll be lots of 
little ones, too-maybe just plant some dai· 
sies, fix up a store front, put up a park bench. 
anything at all that will express our appre
ciation for being an American, and that 
will make this a better, happier country to 
live in." 

There's enthusiasm everywhere. D. D. Nich
olson, program chairman of the Charles
ton, S.C., County Bicentennial committee, 
reports, for example: "We've got unbelievable 
excitement-more than 100 organizations 
with their own plans, some with 30 or 40 
plans each." California, which until Novem
ber 2 of last year operated with no funds or 
staff, has recently released the state commis
sion's plans, proclaiming the Gold Rush as 
its Festival USA theme, and naming a cor
poration to raise funds for its program. 

Arkansas citizens are mobilizing behind the 
state commission's program for a Mid-Amer
ica culture center at Hot Springs, and a 
state-wide immunization drive to eliminate 
communicable diseases. Says Mrs. Glennis J. 
Parker, the commission's executive director, 
"We're not a wealthy state, and we can't do 
big things. But that's not what it's all about. 
The Bicentennial is a spirit, a demonstration 
of love for our country. In Arkansas, we're 
going to have a people's program for every
body-in the hills, in the villages, on the 
country roads-all about our pride in being 
Americans." 

The Parkers, Nlcholsons and Bowlcks are 
not unique. Nor la Gladys Warren, Okla
homa's executive director, who has organized 
Bicentennial committees in 46 Oklahoma 
cities and towns, and who gets up before 
dawn, if need be, to make a Bicentennial 
breakfast rally 200 miles away. "Our tore-

fathers gave us a free land,'' she says, "and 
we are going to shoulder the responsibility 
that goes with freedom. Out here, we're plain 
people. We still attend church. We still sit 
down to family dinners, have community 
sings, take an apple pie to a sick neighbor. 
There's a. lot of old-fashioned America left 
here, and we're going to put on a glorious 
celebration-all the way from painting the 
fence and fixing the screen door to building 
a Bicentennial Plaza on the state-capitol 
grounds and blazing Bicentennial Freedom 
Trails a.cross the state. The people make 
this great land, and it's going to be their 
birthday present to America.!" 

"I like the dreams of the future better 
than the history of the past,'' said Thomas 
Jefferson. Our country has gone through 
momentous times since Valley Forge and 
Yorktown-tragic times that divided us, chal
lenging times that brought us together, times 
that have tormented us with doubt. As we 
move toward the Bicentennial, it appears 
that we are nearing a time for remembrance 
and renewal that will help unite us, perhaps 
closer to our dreams and our heritage than 
we have ever been before. 

• • • • • 
Archibald MacLeish, the poet and play

wright, recently wrote in the New York 
Times: 

"Time is famous for its ironies; a na
tional anniversary falls in a.n incongruous 
year. For months we have been preparing to 
celebrate the Bicentennial of the establish
ment of the first, self-governing people in 
history. Now, on the eve of that celebration, 
we discover what appears to have been a. 
conspiracy to undermine precisely the insti
tutions and practices of self-government .... 

"All of which leaves the Bicentennial 
where? Where it ought to be, I think: at the 
center, the focus, of our concern. What we 
need precisely at this moment of our history 
is something which will compel us to face 
ourselves as we once thought we would be 
and as we are, and the celebration of our 
Bicentennial can give us such a time. Not 
a year of self-congratulation, but a moment 
of truthfulness when all of us together can 
look Watergate and Thomas Jefferson in the 
eye, first one and then the other: not our 
present corruption only but our once and al
most forgotten greatness as a people. And 
the expectation that remains." 

DEBT POOLING BRINGS CONSUMER 
COMPLAINT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, an article 
in the September 1 issue of the National 
Observer focuses on an area of increas
ing consumer complaint. The article, en
titled "Those 'Debt Pools' Are Full of 
Sharks," was written by Morton C. Paul
son. 

Debt pooling, also called debt ad
justing, debt consolidation, or budget 
counseling, is a mail-order operation in 
which a company takes money from its 
debtor clients and parcels it out to their 
creditors, for a fee which may run from 
6 percent to over 25 percent of the cus
tomer's total indebtedness, as well as an 
initial enrollment fee. Mr. Paulson, how
ever, points out that none of the names 
for this service quite fits: 

Mail-order poolers do little if any counsel
ing and they do not pool or consolidate debts 
by lending people money for paying off thei'r 
creditors. 

While certainly all companies are not 
dishonest, nor are their services neces
sarily worthless, the industry is certainly 
a source of substantial complaint. How-
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ever, because of the limited financial in
jury an individual typically suffers, this 
widespread problem has gained little no
toriety. But to the individual who must 
bear the loss of a few hundred dollars, 
the burden may be very large. 

I, there! ore, bring this article to the 
attention of my colleagues, in the hope 
that by publicizing the problem it will 
warn the unwary. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THOSE "DEBT POOLS" ARE FULL OF SHARKS 

(By Morton C. Paulson) 
One spring day in 1966 Mr. and Mrs. Roy C. 

Yokeley of Richmond, Va., noticed a small 
advertisement in a national television maga
zine. "Bill troubles?" it read, enticingly. "We 
can help you pay your bills and GET OUT OF 
DEBT. Let us set your mind a.tease." 

The Yokeleys-he is a. deaf-mute type
setter and she is partly deaf-were caught in 
a deepening financial morass. Belligerent 
creditors badgered them incessantly. Anxiety 
engulfed them. So they sent the ad's coupon 
to Atlantic Associates, Inc., here in Provi
dence. A few days later an Atlantic Associates 
representative called and said that if they 
would send in $65 a week for an unspecified 
period, the company would take care of all 
their obligations. 

THE POOLERS EXACT A PRICE 

There'd be no more harassment, they were 
told. Their credit rating would be restored. 

The Yokeleys did as instructed. Nothing 
happened. Weeks passed; collectors kept 
hounding them. Mrs. Yokeley called Atlantic 
several times--to no avail. 

Puzzled and angry, the couple finally 
stopped the payments. They were $500 poorer 
and worse off than ever. 

The Yokeleys had been victimized by one 
of several mail-order concerns that engage 
in "debt pooling," "debt adjusting," "debt 
consolidation," or "budget counseling." 
None of these designations quite fl.ts; mail
order poolers do little if any counseling, and 
they do not pool or consolidate debts by 
lending people money for paying off their 
creditors. They simply take money from their 
debtor clients and parcel it out to their 
creditors. For a price, of course. 

To recruit clients they advertise exten
sively in mass-circulation publlcations. A 
reply to an ad usually brings an application 
form by return mail-and a request to tele
phone the pooler's office at once. 

When he calls, the debtor is told that as 
soon as his first check arrives the company 
will contact all his creditors and arrange to 
pay them. Some poolers use high-pressure 
phone salesmen with fictitious names who 
represent themselves as "budget counselors" 
or the like. 

If the pooler does in fact use the payments 
to prorate money to creditors, he collects an 
initial fee-typically $40-plus a charge 
based on the customer's total indebtedness. 
Normally this runs about 6 per cent, but it 
has been known to exceed 25 per cent. 

Some poolers say they attempt to mollify 
creditors or to get them to allow more time 
for repayment. Others just send checks as 
long as the customer does. And some do 
neither. 

At best, then, the mail-order debt pooler 
does little if anything that a reasonably in
telligent debtor couldn't do himself-or have 
done for him at little or no cost in any of 
the more than 140 U.S. and Canadian com
munities that have nonprofit debt-counseling 
services that are affiliated with the National 
Foundation for Consumer Credit. Moreover, 
budget-planning advice and guidance ls 
available to many people from nonprofit 

groups such as the ~o Community 
Service Activities. And overburdened debtors 
may be able to obtain loans to consolidate 
debts through credit unions, banks, or other 
lenders. 

"THEY'LL BUY ANYTHING" 

"Frankly speaking, the average person 
doesn't need our service," an employe of one 
mail-order pooler here candidly acknowl
edges. "The people we deal with have low 
incomes. They're not very intelligent. Half 
of them are illiterate. They have kids, two 
cars, a boat, and a home. They can't afford 
all that--but they'll buy anything." 

Such people abound. Their ranks have in
creased dramatically with the enormous 
growth of installment buying. Hence, debt 
pooling can be quite profitable. 

It would be unfair to suggest that most 
debt poolers are dishonest. Besides the non
profit counseling services, there are individ
uals and small firms who, for fees of 10 to 
15 per cent of indebtedness, help debtors 
work up repayment schedules and try tone
gotiate better terms from creditors. They do 
not ordinarily conduct business by mail, 
many or most of them are licensed, and they 
provide customers with written contracts. 
An estimated 300 such services are members 
of the American Association of Credit Coun
selors, Waukegan, Ill. 

Commercial debt pooling has an unsavory 
past, however, and 29 states and the District 
of Columbia have outlawed it except by law
yers, who routinely adjust debts for clients. 
(The legal establishment spearheaded many 
of the state bans.) Some foreign countries, 
including Canada and Great Brita.in, like
wise disallow commercial adjusting. In a 
1961 resolution the AFL-CIO executive coun
cil publicly expressed its conviction that the 
"debt adjustment business, regulated or un
regulated, is not economically or socially de
sirable as a commercial activity and should 
be ellminated." 

There are probably no more than 25 to 30 
national mail-order operators, but they take 
in millions of dollars annually from finan
cially distressed families. Rhode Island has 
attracted several mail-order outfits because 
a curious state law gives poolers free rein 
if they don't deal with Rhode Island resi
dents. Several attempts to repeal or modify 
the statute have failed despite condemnation 
of mail-order debt pooling by law-enforce
ment officials, prosecutors, and consumer
protectlon agencies in and out of Rhode 
Island. 

"It's a dirty, rotten business," exclaims A. 
Michael Marino, president of the Rhode Is
land Better Business Bureau (BBB). "Some 
of the calls we get are heartbreaking." His 
bureau has received thousands of complaints 
from all over the country. In Washington, 
D.C., a member of the House Banking and 
Currency Committee assails mail-order pool
ing as "an atrocity-an abomination." 

A FLOOD OF COMPLAINTS 

Louis J. Lefkowitz, New York state's at
torney general, declares: "A debtor who gets 
caught in this plan is worse off than when 
he started. He is saddled with high interest 
charges, service charges, and other costs." 

In Providence the BBB, the police depart
ment, and other agencies have been deluged 
with complaints for years. The stories are 
pretty much the same: People thought their 
debts would be paid in a lump sum. They 
sent in their weekly payments but creditors 
weren't paid or even contacted. When they 
inquired why, their phone calls or letters were 
ignored. 

"I don't know what they did with my 
money, but they sure didn't pay any bills," 
Mrs. Ronald Beidelslch of Upper Sandusky, 
Ohio, told The Observer in relating her ex
perience with United Security Corp. of Provi· 
dence. She sent the company $206, but a year 
later only one creditor had received any 
money-$10. Finally she complained to the 

BBB, and United Security returned her 
money. 

Frank J. Randazzo of Qaklyn, N.J., made 
three $20 payments to the Fidelity Deposit 
Ovrp. but quit because none of his seven 
creditors received a dime. "I feel this is very 
unjust," he wrote the BBB. Arnold Green, 
Fidelity's office manager, contends that the 
$60 wasn't sufficient to start paying the bills 
after deducting the $39 initial fee. Randazzo 
received a $21 refund after the BBB inter
ceded. 

DOZENS OF VICTIMS 

The Yokeleys of Richmond went beyond 
the BBB. In 1970 they paid a visit to Rodney 
Sager, the aggressive assistant U.S. attorney 
for the Eastern District of Virginia. Their 
story prompted a wide-ranging, year-long in
vest igation in which Sager and U.S. Attorney 
Brian P . Gettings tracked down dozens of 
oth er Virginians who had been bilked by At
la n t ic Associates. 

The following year .a Federal grand jury 
returned a 21-count mail-fraud and con
spiracy indictment against Max Gittman, 
now 52, president of Atlantic Associates; 
Thomas H. Rosenfield, an attorney for At
lan t ic an d a cousin of Gittman's; and Mayard 
Weisinger, a telephone salesman for Atlantic. 

Gittman and Rosenfield were later con
victed on all counts. Gittman was sentenced 
t o three years' imprisonment and five years' 
probation and fined $24,000. Rosenfield drew 
a three-year term with all but 60 days sus
pended and was fined $3,800. He was later 
disbarred. Weisinger, convicted on two 
counts, received a three-ye.ar suspended sen
tence and three years' probation. 

The Government proved at the trial that 
Atlantic Associates, contrary to its extra
vagant promises, did little for its customers. 
Actually the firm pocketed some $260,000 a 
year, or more than half of the money clients 
sent in to pay creditors. 

"The victims were mostly poor people-not 
illiterates but blue-collar types who had be
come overextended and desperate, with mar
ginal income, maybe $80 to $100 a week,'' 
Gettings recalled recently. One man lost liis 
car and others lost furniture and other things 
when unpaid creditors repossessed the pur
chases. 

In its heyday Atlantic Associates had an 
estimated 40,000 accounts and was adding 100 
new ones a week. "We calculated that Gitt
man made $1 million himself in four or five 
years," says Sager. 

A STRING OF FRAUDS 

Credit Advances, Inc., a Detroit-based out
fit with 56 offices nationwide, was even more 
lucrative. U.S. postal authorities estimate 
that the public was bilked of $15 million by 
proprietor Rudolph Barden, who was con
victed on 51 counts of mall fraud several years 
ago. Eugene M. Greene, who operated Debt 
Aid, Inc., in Detroit prior to his indictment 
on mail-fraud charges in 1969, "filched $40,-
000 to $50,000 annually," the Postal Service 
estimates. 

Altogether, 53 debt poolers have been con
victed of fraud in Federal prosecutions since 
1963. Several others have been restrained or 
closed down by states or the Federal Trade 
Commission. Postal inspectors are currently 
investigating poolers in Arizona, Indiana, 
Maryland, Pennsylvania, Louisiana, Rhode 
Island, and the District of Columbia. 

Foes have been trying since 1956 to ban
ish the poolers from Rhode Island, but 
every effort to ban or curb them has failed. 
Gittman's trial produced testimony suggest
ing that payoffs had been made to keep re
strictive legislation bottled up. 

GITTMAN'S BRAIN CHILD PROSPERS 

In this permissive cllmate the poolers 
thrive. The BBB here gets 20 complaints a 
month about just one outfit, United Security 
Corp. Glttman's old company is defunct, 
but another that he started, Interstate Ac-



31638 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE Septembei~ 26, 1973 

ceptance Corp., ls prospering. Gittman sold it 
a year ago to Henry Walaska, a former loan
compa.ny and bank employe who insists he 
runs a clean shop. 

United Security's chief executive calls him
self Robert A. Scott (his name is listed as 
Robert A. Schettini in the corporation's 
chart er at the Rhode Island secretary of 
st ate's office). Reputedly a former Gittman 
associate, Scott was reluctant to discuss 
his business with a reporter. 

What a.bout the complaint volume? he was 
asked. "Well, a person in debt tends to get 
nervous. If a man takes 20 yea.rs to get him
self in debt, we can't get him out in a 
month." Would he identify some of his sat
isfied customers? No, said Scott, "I wouldn't 
want to get into specifics a.bout our cus
tomers." His qualifications a.s a. debt coun
selor? A previous career in "general mer
chandise." 

"BOOKKEEPERS," THAT'S ALL 

Thomas Rosenfield, the disbarred Gittma.n 
codefenda.nt, is a.s active as ever in debt 
pooling. He's sole owner of Fidelity Deposit 
Corp., one of the larger outfits. 

Another former Gittman confederate, Wal
lace A. Sharp, runs International Accept
ance, which is based in Phoenix but has mail 
drops in Warwick, R .I .; Great Falls, Mont.; 
and New Orleans. He was indicted with 
Gittman in the Arizona case but the charges 
were later dismissed. 

The poolers say they render a. service by 
inducing people to systematically pay their 
debts. "The average person doesn't know 
how to budget," one pooler says. "We do it 
for him. We're registered as a bookkeeping 
service. That's all we are." 

Perhaps such budgeting has helped some 
people. Yet five poolers here refused a re
quest for names of satisfied customers. "We 
get fine letters from people all over the 
country," bragged one pooler. Could a re
porter see a few? "Well, no. That would vio
late a. confidence." 

WARNING VOICES IN U.S.S.R. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I have pre
viously spoken on the subject of detente, 
and warned that the word does not mean 
the same thing in Russian as it does in 
English. My concern is that the Ameri
can people not be misled into an overly 
optimistic view of our relations with the 
Soviets. 

If this were to happen, I am fearful 
that we would lose our will, and inevita
bly, our capacity for resisting any new 
Communist expansionist moves that may 
develop. 

It is a fallacy to believe that all Com
munists are alike, but it is equally fal
lacious to fall into the trap of believing 
that just because Comrade Brezhnev is 
willing to negotiate with us on various 
issues, his regime is more liberal, more 
free, and more open than previous Soviet 
dictatorships. 

The Kremlin is negotiating, because 
they perceive the talks to be in their best 
interest. That is of paramount import
ance. The talks may also be in our best 
interest, but that will only be true if we 
approach them clear-headed and hard
nosed, ever mindful that individual 
agreements are only acceptable if, in fact, 
they are in our best interest. 

Trade agreements, for example, may 
or may not be in our best interest, and 
I plan a detailed discussion of this aspect 
of our relationships in the near future. 

Events in recent weeks inside Russia 
have demonstrated that those who saw 

a new spirit of freedom developing in 
the Soviet Union under Brezhnev were 
sadly mistaken. It is now clear that 
simple, old-fashioned repression is still 
the order of the day. 

Several rather spectacular examples of 
this fact have recently been noted by 
Western observers, and in that regard, I 
would like to call to the attention of this 
body a particularly incisive editorial 
which appeared recently in the Memphis 
Commercial-Appeal, the largest news
paper in my State. Because of its cogent 
analysis of what it appropriately head
lines "Warning Voices in U.S.S.R.," I 
ask unanimous consent that this editorial 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WARNING VOICES IN U.S.S.R. 
Alexander Solzhenitsyn, in the 1970 Nobel 

Prize speech which he was not permitted to 
deliver in person, cried out from the closed 
societ y of the Soviet Union, "One word of 
truth shall outweigh the whole world." 

Te e voices of other Soviet intellectuals and 
writ ers have been crying out of late, begging 
the West as it barters for detente with the 
USSR to demand some concession for the 
thinkers within Russia who dare to dissent. 
And Communist officialdom, petrified by 
what the exposure of its oppression of people 
may say to the outside world, is striking 
back. 

Nobel author Solzhenitsyn used the means 
of an interview published in Paris last week 
by the newspaper Le Monde to warn that if 
he dies suddenly the world should know that 
he was killed by Soviet security agents. The 
writer branded a. i:;eries of threatening letters 
which he has received recently as a "mas
querade" on the part of the Soviet secret 
police. 

The Times of London said the other day 
that oppression of dissident Russian intellec
tuals appears to be "increasing in direct pro
portion to the pursuit of detente abroad." 
The Swiss Review of World Affairs said, "The 
Soviet Union is haunted by the Chinese prob
lem and its own economic insufficiency. It 
aims to open up Western economic potential 
for its own purposes. And in addition it de
sires to protect its empire in Ea.st and cen
tral Europe from latent dangers by obtaining 
Western confirmation of that empire in the 
form of nonaggression pacts or the like, by 
blocking undesirable influences and forces of 
attraction from the West, by maintaining a. 
rigorous and totally repressive domination, 
by maneuvering America out of its European 
out posts and by weakening and dividing the 
Western European allies." 

In other words, in all the dealing going 
on at the summit, the United States had 
bett er not turn a deaf ear to the few brave 
Russians who dare to warn us of snares and 
deceits. Nor should the United States stand 
by passively when these Russians a.re threat
ened and pun:shed for sounding their warn
ings. 

We know they are being ma.de to suffer. 
The story of Andrei Ama.lrik, young author 
of a book called "Will the Soviet Union Sur
vive Until 1984? has become well known in 
America.. Amalrik served three yea.rs in a 
Siberian labor camp for criticizing another 
writer who fled Soviet persecution and black
mail instead of staying to fight it. Upon re
lease he was retried and given another yea.r's 
term, mainly for defending his belief in "the 
principle of freedom.." 

Zhores Medvedev, a noted Soviet genet
icist, was stripped of passport and citwen
ship while in London Aug. 8. The Presidium 
of the Supreme Soviet said he had discredited 
"the high title of citizen of the USSR." 

The Chronicle of Current Events, an un
derground publication, has not appeared in 

print since October, 1972. Pyotr Yakir and 
Victor Krasin, two key figures in its publica
tion, are under arrest. It is reported that 
Case 24, code name for investigations into the 
Chronicle, has resulted in a major civil rights 
trial in the USSR which is underway. 

Perhaps the most impressive warning of 
all to the West has come from Dr. Andrei 
Sakharov, the fa.med physicist known as the 
father of the Soviet hydrogen bomb. Accused 
of giving a.way "stat e secrets," Sakharov h as 
lost the perquisites that went with mem
bership in the Academy of Sciences. His and 
his wife's children have lost jobs or post s 
as students. On Aug. 15 he was summoned 
to see Mikhail P. Malyarov, first deputy pros
ecutor general of the USSR. In a. dialog the 
next day, which Sakharov has tried to recon
struct, the Soviet prosecutor ( equivalent to 
Atty. Gen. Elliot Richardson in the United 
States), accused the physicist of "meeting 
with 1·eactionary newsmen," delivered a "se
rious warning," and said, "It is up to you to 
draw your conclusions." 

It was through a meeting with 11 foreign 
newsmen in Moscow that Sakharov warned 
the West not to be suckered by Soviet ma
neuvers in the negotiations for arms and 
trade deals. 

As President Nixon and Secretary of State
designate Henry Kissinger continue to work 
on detente with the Soviets, let us hope t hey 
do not overlook the warning cries from with
in that nation. For every concession the 
United States makes in a deal, the Krem
lin should make a matching concession. The 
International Committee for the Defense of 
Human Rights in the Soviet Union, with 
headquarters in Belgium, says t here are to
day at least 1.2 million men and women serv
ing time in 1,000 Soviet labor camps, and 
many more locked in psychiatric hospitals. 
Among them a.re the dissidents, the writers 
like Andrei Amalrik. Our leaders should not 
forget them. 

Said Solzhenitsyn in his Nobel speech: 
"The simple step of a simple, courageous man 
is not to partake in falsehood. Not to sup
port false actions." 

If America is to do business with the So
viet Union, it cannot afford to permit the 
appearance of any semblance of support of 
the Soviet policy of oppression. America must 
test the good faith of the Kremlin even more 
stringently than have Solzhenitsyn, Amalrik 
and Sakharov. 

AIR TRANSPORT SERVICE 

Mr. CIIlLES. Mr. President, the quality 
of air transport service is of particular 
importance to me and to the people of 
my State. Shippers, business, and pleas
ure travelers and many thousands of 
other Floridians are dependent upon the 
continued health of the entire travel in
dustry. 

And that is why I am deeply concerned 
about the effects of a bill now pending 
which would make a fundamental 
change in the nature of this Nation's air 
transportation system. 

The legislation-S. 1739-has gen
erated much controversy, and has devel
oped vigorous opposition from a great 
number of individuals, business associa
tions, and newspapers. 

Back when Congress created the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, this body gave the 
CAB a duel responsibility; to regulate 
the air transport industry, but at the 
same time to foster and encourage the 
development of a sound air transporta
tion system that would be both econom
ically viable and responsive to the public 
convenience and necessity. 
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The supplemental carriers, which were 

authorized by Congress to do just what 
their :iame implies, "supplement," the 
scheduled airline services, have consis
tently over the years attempted to get 
the CAB to lloeralize its charter regula
tions. Just as consistently, the Board has 
been unable to find economic justifica
tion for permitting the supplementals 
to compete with the scheduled carriers in 
the manner that would be permitted by 
s. 173'9. I too feel that the CAB ought to 
be looking for ways to aid the growth 
of charter service, but this bill does not 
answer my concern. 

Certainly, travelers to major vacation
oriented areas such as those in Florida 
would be the principal targets of the 
inclusive tour charter operations that 
would be permitted under this bill. It 
might be contended that areas such as 
Miami would be among those most bene
ficially affected by any increased tourism. 

However, both of the major news
papers in Miami have strongly de
nounced this bill in well-reasoned edi
torials. 

"Bill on Non-Sked Airlines Mustn't 
Get Off the Ground" is the way the 
Miami Herald headlined its editorial. 
The Miami News urged, "Don't Cripple 
(the) Airlines." 

Obviously, if editorial writers in major 
resort-area newspapers have the ability 
to look beyond the trees to see the forest, 
we here in the Senate must be able to, 
as well. 

The News stated that; 
We think Congress should kill the measure 

~ for two reasons. _First, it 1s bad fare policy 
that could damage the total a.irline industry. 
Secomi, it .1s bad government, setting a 
precedent of -congressional intervention in 
matters properly reserved to the CAB. 

And the Herald noted that to perm.it 
nonscheduled carriers to provide point
to-point, individually ticketed air trans
portation would be to encourage "privi
lege without responsiblity.'' The editorial 
continued: 

Over the last quarter century the sched
uled a.irlines have developed one of the most 
remarkable transportation networks in the 
world while maintaining fierce competition. 
It links 500 U.S. cities and involves more 
than 14,000 scheduled around-the-clock 
direct and connecting flights. 

Many of these flights barely break even. 
others lose money. One airline estimates its 
profitable business at 20 per cent, its break
even at 40 per cent. Thus the profitable busi
ness enables the airlines to "subsidize" the 
unprofitable business and keep the network 
intact. Air cargo is well served, too, by the 
system. If it were not for scheduled air fl.ights 
Southwest Florida's lucrative :fl.owergrowing 
industry, tor example, could not reach 
distant markets efficiently. 

The argument ls made that Europe gets 
along with vigorous non-scheduled and 
scheduled competition, but the telling fact 
Ls that under it point-to-point flights are 
fewer and fares are about 70 per cent higher 
than .in the United States. 

Which sy.stem serves the consumer better, 
the per cent one or the pale European copy 
projected by S. 1739? We think the answer is 
easy and hope that the Senate will find it so. 

The Miami editorial makes what I 
consider to be a key point that the words 
of those who oppose this bill are "self
serving" words, but they also serve the 

best interests of most of this country's 
air travelers. 

That, in essence, is my concern and, 
I hope, that of all my colleagues. I am 
not specifically worried about the profit 

·level of the scheduled carriers if the 
restrictions on inclusive tour charters 
are removed. I am sure the scheduled 
carriers will survive, since they are keen 
competitors and innovative marketers. 
However, I am concerned about the ef
fect that this competitive situation 
:might have ultimately on the availability 
of scheduled service to the people of the 
smaller communities in my state. As 
scheduled carrier_s are forced to concen
trate on the most lucrative markets in 
"aerial free-for-all" proposed by this 
bill, it seems inevitable to me that there 
would be a general constriction of the 
system, with a loss of service to many 
smaller communities. The editorials I 
have quoted from clearly indicate what 
the consequences of S. 1739 could be. Al
though this would not happen overnight, 
I am convinced that the handwriting is 
on the wall. And I ask all of my col
leagues to consider whether we and the 
people we represent might not be the 
real losers, if this bill passes. 

It is my intent to vote against this 
legislation, and I urge all Senators to do 
the same. 

FREE MASS TRANSIT 
Mr. HAR'T. Mr. President, in passing a 

bill to authorize Federal subsidies for op
erating mass transit systems, the Senate 
accepted my amendment to provide $20 
million to test the concept of free mass 
transit service. 

Unhappily, consideration of the entire 
bill has bogged down in the House. 

Fortunately, testing the concept of 
free mass transit is not awaiting con
gressional action. 

The September 24 edition of Newsweek 
magazine, in a story en titled "Borne 
Free," reports on free public transit ex
periments in Dayton and Seattle. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle be printed in the RECORD with the 
hope it might encourage the Congress 
to allow the Federal Government to help 
expand what looks to be a promising 
experiment. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BORNE FREE 

For years, urban experts have argued that 
one antidote to the stagnation of the central 
cities would be the creation of free public 
transit. The service, they argued, would be 
financed by taxes on merchants and resi
-dents, would pay its own way and yield extra 
dividends in the process. Free busing would 
end the ruinous .cycle of spiraling fares that 
had driven away so many riders; it would 
draw new custom~rs into dying downtown 
shopping areas, and thus justify the -added 
tax burden. Finally, it would reduce pollution 
by helping to cut traffic and ease the daily 
tie-ups at rush hours. 

In Dayton, Ohio, tax-subsidized free busing 
in the heart of the downtown shopping area 
has steadied a faltering transit S.Ystem and 
helped stem a loss of riders and revenue. Re
duced fares for the elderly a.re in effect in 
many cities. In Atlanta, fares have been 
rolled back -from 40 to 15 cents for everyone, 

leading to a 15 per cent increase in riders. 
Last week, Seattle became the first major 
U.S. city to take the next step; it eliminated 
downtown bus fares entirely. 

Begun as a one-year experiment, Seattle's 
new "Magic Carpet.. bus service will give 
-free rides to anyone traveling within the 
77-square-block area containing most of the 
city's major department stores, office build
ings, hotels, theaters and restaurants. In
tended to lure people out of their cars and 
onto the buses, the system was conceived by 
aides of Mayor Wesley C. Uhlman, partly to 
help meet strict .air-quality st.andards laid 
down by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. It is being helped by a $64,000 city
council appropriation and operated by Metro 
Transit, which runs .all transit operations
free and fare-paid-in a 2,000-square-mile 
area in and around Se.a.ttle. Optimistic plan
ners hope Magic Carpet may entice enough 
new riders onto the buses to eliminate the 
need for subsidy. 

·whether or not these rosy predictions are 
fulfilled, free busing is already resoundingly 
popular among downtown merchants and 
property owners. After watching bus.iness 
trickle away year after year to suburban 
shopping centers, they now sense an end to 
the dollar drain. Restaurant trade in Seattle's 
Pioneer Square historical district, half a mile 
from downtown, has been booming since 
fares were abolished, and midtown workers 
feel a new.found mobility. Riders rarely have 
to wait more than a minute for a bus, and 
are being won over to the system in droves. 
"It's great!" exclaims one downtown civil 
servant. "I can leave city hall, catch a bus 
to shop, or to Pioneer Square for lunch." 

Even the bus drivers, who estimate they 
are carrying double or triple the number of 
passengers they once ditl in peak hours, seem 
delighted to be a part of .it all. "Sure, the 
number of people slows us down a little," 
says one. "But now that we don't have to 
watch over the farebox, we can get them on 
and off a lot faster." 

GLOW 

Encouragingly, Magic Carpet is already at
tracting a more varied cross section of pas
sengers. Suburban matrons and downtown 
executives now mingle with public transit's 
hard-core clientele of children, the poor .and 
the aged. Even Mayor Uhlman himself now 
makes a point of riding buses to meetings. 
In the glow of the noble experiment, in Iact, 
there is evidence of a growing esprit. "\Ve 
moved out ot Seattle twenty years ago to the 
suburbs," confides one happy shopper. "But 
if this is what the city is going to be like 
in the future, I .f.eel like moving back inl" 

A more demanding measure of Magic Car
pet's value, however, will be whether it suc
ceeds in keeping cars off the streets. But 
for the moment, free busing itself-at least 
in such a limited area--has the look of a 
thumping success. "The people love it, the 
drivers love it, the businessmen love it!" 
exults Mayor Uhlman. "I predict that inside 
a year every major city in the u .8. will have 
the same program, or will be working on one." 

URBAN HOMESTEADING 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the in

creasing det.erioration of the urban en
vironment has become one of the major 
problems facing our Nation. The cities, 
once the center of American life, have 
been abandoned in the move to suburbia. 
Portions of our major cities have de
eayed incredibly, and now, unfortunately, 
house those American citizens who lack 
the financial resources necessary to re
side elsewhere. The existing state of our 
urba.n environment presents us with an 
increasingly negative aspect of Ameri
can life. 
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Mayor Thomas C. Maloney and the 
city of Wilmington, Del., have, however, 
attempted to reverse this disheartening 
trend. Adopting a creative, new program, 
"urban homesteading," Wilmington and 
Mayor Maloney are relying upon "city 
people," individuals with pride in them
selves and their environment, to combat 
urban blight. Under urban homestead
ing, the city gives abandoned housing to 
qualified applicants who agree to bring 
the building up to housing code stand
ards and to reside there for a minimum 
of 3 years. As the mayor has stated: 

Why not give them away. The city will 
eventually get out of the real estate business, 
tax revenue will increase, housing will be 
proVided for families and stronger communi
ties wm be built. 

The plan for urban homesteading, first 
implemented in Wilmington, is being 
studied throughout the Nation. Already 
adopted in Philadelphia and Baltimore, 
urban homesteading has instilled new 
hope and activity related to improving 
the quality of life in our cities. 

I commend Mayor Tom Maloney and 
Wilmington for taking the leadership in 
this important area. 

The New York Times has published a 
front-page article about the Wilmington 
effort. The article, appearing on Septem
ber 16, 1973, discusses the efforts of the 
urban homesteaders and the encour
agement given them by Mayor Maloney 
and the city government. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the New York Times 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HOMESTEADERS COMBATING URBAN BLIGHT 
(By Wayne King) 

WILMINGTON, DEL., Sept. 15.-At 61 years 
of age, burly, barrel-chested James Hadrlck 
has been a number of things-carpenter, 
bricklayer, prizefighter, longshoreman, hus
band and father of 11. 

Now he is the contractor on his own house 
on West F'ourth Street here, spending time 
away from his job on the Wilmington dockS. 
He ls renting scaffolds, buying bricks and 
boards and hiring a man to help him reno
v·ate the old abandoned brick house in Wil
mington that the city gave him at a lottery 
last month. 

He and nine others in Wilmington are the 
nation's first "urban homesteaders," part of 
an experiment in breathing new life into 
blighted neighborhoods. Quite clearly, they 
will not be the last. 

Under urban homesteading, the city gives 
abandoned housing to qualified applicants, 
either free or for a nominal fee, and the re
cipient agrees to bring the building up to 
housing code standards and to live in it for 
an a.greed-upon period of from three to five 
years. 

ADOPTED BY MAJOR CITms 

The urban homesteading plan, :first im
plemented here in Wilmington, shows every 
sign of becoming an idea whose time has 
come. Already, Baltimore and Philadelphia 
have adopted the program and Boston is ex
pected to do so soon. A score of others are 
in various stages of inquiry and study. 

In Philadelphia., councilman Joseph E. 
Coleman, who ushered a homesteading bill 
through the City Council recently, has re
ceived inquiries a.bout how to set up pro
grams from cities as diverse as Toronto, Hali-

fax, Nova Scotia, Cleveland, St. Louis a.nd 
Roseville, Minn. 

In New Jersey, inquiries have come from 
Trenton, Camden and Atlantic City, all cities 
with urban blight problems. Buffa.lo has 
asked about the program and housing offi
cials in New York City, where homes are 
abandoned almost daily, are watching the 
Wilmington and Philadelphia efforts has 
some 15,000 abandoned units, mostly owned 
by the Federal Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, is expected to adopt the 
plan soon. 

Under the homesteading plan, according 
to Wilmington's modish 31-year-old Mayor, 
Thomas C. Maloney, everybody benefits. His 
city, the Mayor notes, has 1,600 to 2,000 aban
doned and dilapidated homes bringing in no 
tax revenue and blighting surrounding neigh
borhoods. Eventually, the city takes over the 
homes in lieu of taxes and usually has to 
pay to have them torn down. 

"So," the Mayor reasons, "why not give 
them away. The city will eventually get out 
of the real estate business, tax revenue will 
increase, housing will be provided for fami
lies and stronger communities will be built." 

WALK TO WORK 

After the required occupancy period, the 
owner-occupant is free to rent, sell or con
tinue to live in the house. 

There are no restrictions on the recipient's 
income-or, so far, on his existing place of 
residence. Wilmington's first urban home
stead was awarded to Daniel S. Frawley, a tall, 
blond suburban Philadelphia resident who 
is a tax attorney for the E. I. du Pont de 
Nemours & Co. The company has headquar
ters in Wilmington and Mr. Frawley will be 
able to walk a few blockS to work once he 
takes occupancy. · 

Other applications came from California, 
Illinois, South Carolina and Georgia, how
ever, the rest of the homes were a.warded to 
Wilmington residents. 

Like Mr. Hadrick, Mr. Frawley plans to 
do some of the work on the house himself 
and estimates renovation costs of $10,000. 
Mr. Hadrick estimates his at $5,000. 

In Mr. Frawley's case, the renovation costs 
will pose no great problem. For others-those 
who needed housing the most, the very 
poor-financing problems are substantial. 

"Banks are the key to the program," ob
served Robert Kavin, a Boston housing of
ficial. "They have shown interest at this 
point, but have made no firm commitments." 

A bill pending in the Massachusetts Leg
islature would underwrite a percentage of 
housing renovation loans. 

Philadelphia's Councilman Coleman 1s ex
ploring means to allow very-low-income fam
ilies, including welfare recipients, to get 
enough money to renovate homestead 
housing. 

So far, by starting small, with only 10 
homesteads, Wilmington has been able to 
gain cooperation of local banks in providing 
low interest loans on suitable terms. 

CONVENTIONAL FINANCING 
So far Mr. Hadrick is the lone homesteader 

to actually begin work on his home-"can't 
get anywhere standing around," he says
and his costs for material and contract labor 
will be met as they a.re incurred. He will 
submit his bills to city officials, who are 
arranging his loan, and the money to pay 
them will be turned over to him. Those who 
are able to do so will obtain conventional 
financing at normal rates. 

Advice and supervision are also provided 
by building inspectors, who will see that all 
work conforms to housing regulations. 

Although the basic approach to the home
stead plan is similar in the cities now imple
menting it, there are variations. In Boston, 
homesteaders will be allowed to rent part of 
large houses so long as they themselves live 
in them, alleviating the housing squeeze and 

helping out with the · city's tax bill, one of 
the highest in the country. 

Boston's proposal, which is expected to run 
into no trouble on its way to adoption, will, 
like Wilmington's, award city-owned houses 
by means of a lottery in instances where 
there is more than one qualified applicant 
for a particular house. 

Wilmington received more than 100 appli
cations for its initial offering of 10 houses. 
Another 10-possibly 20-will be awarded 
next month. 

In Philadelphia, where details are to be 
worked out by a boa.rd to be appointed by 
Mayor Frank L. Rizzo, it has been suggested 
that where more than one applicant seeks 
a particular house, the award be made to the 
highest bidder. Although this would provide 
city revenue, it would also penalize poorer 
applicants unless some income formula were 
incorporated. 

While there are now more than 30,000 
abandoned homes in Philadelphia, more than 
the total number of homes in the city of 
Wilmington, the city government at the mo
ment owns only a.bout 1,200 of them, because 
of a lag in tax foreclosures. 

A similar situation exists in many cities 
because of the complexity of acquiring a 
house through tax default. In many cases 
the delay means that a structure deteriorates 
beyond repair. 

In Baltimore, where an urban homestead 
program was announced last month, an ini
tial unit of 42 houses is being offered. 

MORTGAGES ON 250,000 

Renovation of the Baltimore houses is ex
pected to be relatively expensive-$15,000 to 
$20,000 for a contract job, $7,000 to $8,000 for 
a buyer doing his own work-but a bond 
issue already approved makes $2 million 
available for rehabilitation loans. 

Although housing officials are optimistic 
about the possibilities of homesteading-the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment owns or holds mortgages on some 
250,000 abandoned dwellings across the coun
try-no one expects a miraculous transforma
tion of blighted neighborhoods. 

Beyond the problem of high loan rates, 
there is the fact that a high percentage of 
abandoned housing is beyond repair at any 
reasonable cost. Also, officials are not con
vinced that the high initial public interest 
will be manifested in applicants willing and 
able to follow through on the renovation. 

However, Wilmington's Mayor Maloney fig
ures the odds are in favor of men such as 
James Hadrick-"and if he succeeds, we 
succeed." 

HANDGUNS AND MURDER RATES 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, a newsstory 
today quotes William Beardsley, Georgia 
Division of Investigation director, as say
ing: 

If I had my way they would take every 
handgun ever made and throw them in the 
river. 

The basis for that comment doubtless 
was Mr. Beardsley's awareness that FBI 
data show that Atlanta's murder rate for 
each 100,000 population led the Nation 
in 1972. 

According to the newsstory, printed 
in today's edition of the Washington 
Post, the cities with the next 5 highest 
murder rates were in a 12-State South
ern region, as were 42 of the 53 "metro
politan areas that reported 12 or more 
homicides per 100,000 population." 

Those are startling figures which I do 
not believe we should attribute to some 
flaw in Southern character. 

Rather, I think the answer may lie in 
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Mr. Beardsley's plaintive wish to have 
handguns thrown in the river. 

The suggestion that the cause of those 
murder rates may have something to do 
with private ownership of handguns is 
suppported by Dr. Eugene Czajkoski, 
chairman of the department of crimi
nology at Florida State University. 

Dr. Czajkoski noted, "Generally in the 
South, restrictions on gun ownership are 
rather loose" and that Northern cities 
generally have stricter gun laws. 

Perhaps the case cannot yet be docu
mented as well as it should, but should 
not we begin to ask why five cities from 
an area with loose gun ownership restric
tions have higher murder rates than New 
York City, Baltimore, Chicago, and De
troit? 

And I think the answer to that ques
tion will support legislation prohibiting 
private ownership of handguns. 

Let me quickly add that the bill I in
troduced to S. 747--does not order that 
guns be thrown in the river, but rather 
provides funds to purchase handguns at 
a fair market value. 

The cost may be considerable, but it 1s 
one cost our society ought to be wllling 
to meet 1n order to get these instruments 
of violence out of the bureau draws in 
homes across our country. Contrary to 
the bumper-strip argument, the honest 
citizen is safer without that handgun. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
'~as ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
.as follows: 

GUN LAWS LzNXED TO MVRDERS 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA, September 25.-An ab
sence ~ gun control legislation in Southern 
cities ma-y be one reason why those metropol
itan areas are dominating the nation's murder 
statistics according to some pro!esslonal ob
servers. 

FBI data show Atlanta leading the nation 
1n 1972 With a rate of 23 slayings per 100,000 
popula.tlon, followed by Gainesville, Fla.; 
Little Rock, Ark.; Greenville, S.C.; Columbus, 
G&.; Tuscaloosa, Ala.; Richmond, Va., and 
Savannah,Ga. 

Out of 63 metropolitan areas that reported 
12 or more homicides per 100,000 population, 
~ were ln a 12-state Southern region. 

"Generally ln the Soutn, restrictions on 
gun ownership are rather loose," said Dr. Eu
gene CzaJkoski, chairman of the department 
of criminology at Florida State University. 

He sa.id although statistics are unreliable, 
he is personally convinced that gun control 
legislation would reduce the murder ra.te. 
In a telephone interview from his Talla
hassee office, he claimed Northern cities have 
tighter gun restrictions. 

Based on per 100,000 population, New York 
reported 19.1 murders last year while Los An
geles re_ported 12.8. Las Vegas had 18.3, Balti
more 17.6, Detroit 17.3 and Chicago 11.5. 

By comparison, Gainesville had 22.3, Lit
tle Rock and Greenville 20.4, Columbus and 
Tuscaloosa 20.2, Richmond 19.8, Sa.vanna.h 
"'19.2, Raleigh, N.C., 18.7, Lubbock, Tex. and 
Memphis, Tenn., 18.6, New Orleans and Jack
.son, Miss., 17.9 Charlotte, N.C., 17.6, Chat
tanooga, Tenn., and Jacksonville, Fla., 17.4. 

Houston reported 17.3 murders per 100,000 
population, Birmingham, Ala., a.nd Augusta, 
Ga., reported 17.1 and Wilmington, N.C., had 
17. 

"If I had my way they would take every 
handgun ever ma.de a.nd throw them in the 

river," said Georgia Division of Investigation 
director William Beardsley. 

AMERICAN INITIATIVES AT THE 
U.N. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in this 
morning's edition of the Washington 
Post, there appeared an editorial analyz
ing Secretary of State Dr. Henry Kissin
ger's speech to the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly on Monday of this week. 

Since I have been a long-time sup
porter of the U.N.-and my belief in this 
institution was further enhanced as a re
sult of my service as a delegate to the 
General Assembly last fall-I was partic
ularly interested in Dr. Kissinger's re
marks. I find myself in full agreement 
with the assessment of the Post editorial, 
particularly the writer's closing comment 
which noted: 

A speech is only a speech. In tbls one, 
however, the new Secretary of State launched 
at least two significant initiatives. These 
have merit ln themselves. They allow the 
United States to play a respon&ible interna
tional role. And they can serve as vehicles for 
precisely the kind of international coopera
tion that the United Nations was set up to 
provide. 

I was heartened by the Secretary's 
speech which, while realizing the realities 
of the United Nation's limitations, never
theless accented its strengths and the 
need for the United States to actively 
search for meaningful ways to make the 
U.N. a more effective international force. 

I believe the tone and the content of 
the Secretary's remarks will go a long 
way to alleviate legitimate fears that our 
Nation is losing interest in the U.N. I 
commend the Secretary for the thoughts 
he expressed in his address and I would 
urge the Congress to follow suit. It is 
important that the Congress work close
ly with the administration in building a 
more effective commitment to, and par
ticipation in, the United Nations. The 
new Secretary of State has taken the lead 
and it is up to us in the Congress to as
sist him in this endeavor. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICAN INITIATIVES AT THE UN. 
Many foreign nations fear that the Nixon

Brezhnev advances in Soviet-American rela
tions have not brought comparable gains for 
them. Understandably, this apprehension is 
much in evidence at the United Nations, the 
world's principal international assembly. It 
was, then, with a nice sense of what the 
times and the occasion require that Sec
retary of State Kissinger assured the United 
Nations on Monday that the United States 
intends to move "from detente among the 
big powers to cooperation among all nations, 
from coexistence to community." Dr. Kis
singer delivered this message, moreover, in a 
tone combining both respect and restraint 
toward the United Nations. He did not treat 
the world body as a sacred object deserving 
veneration in its own right, as do some of 
its less realistic partisans who forget that 
it is an assembly of sovereign states. Rather, 
he accepted the U.N. as a forum capable of 
being used more effectively by its members, if 
they choose, for their own legitimate national 
purposes. " Sha.11 we proceed with one-sided 

demands and sterile confrontations?" he 
asked. "Or shall we proceed in a spirit of 
compromise produced by a sense of common 
destiny?" 

The answer Dr. Kissinger offered for the 
Nixon administration was commendable, we 
thought, in two special areas. First, peace
keeping. All of the United Nations' efforts in 
this area have been improvisations; many 
have been controversial, some almost crip
pling. Article 43 of the Charter, calling on 
members to compose peacekeeping forces and 
procedures, has never been implemented. No 
new peacekeeping venture has been author
ized since 1964. A U.N. subcommittee has 
been trying fruitlessly to write peacekeeping 
ground rules since 1965. This group has been 
deadlocked: the United States has demanded 
that the Secruity Council give the Secretary 
General certain leeway in administering 
peacekeeping missions, while the Soviet 
Union has insisted that the Council keep 
the SG on a tight leash. To break this dead
lock, Dr. Kissinger said Monday, the U.S. will 
consider "how the Security Council can play 
a more central role ln the conduct of peace
keeping operations." Was this matter dis
cussed at the Moscow or Washington sum
mits? If so, the Russians may also be pre
pared to compromise, specifically, to loosen 
the leash on the SG. It would be a helpful 
demonstration by both great powers that they 
can work together for a cause which is im
portant, at least symbolically, to others. Dr. 
Kissinger, we note, held out the prospect of 
success "during this session" of the General 
Assembly. 

He showed a good face too on the major 
Issue of the world's food supply. In recent 
years, as commercial demand for American 
food exports has grown, the United States 
has been reluctant to acknowledge that some 
countries needed food but could not pay 
for it. The official tendency has been to deny 
there is a serious problem and, when con
fronted by it, to pass it off as the result 
of a temporary spell of bad weather. Dr. Kis
singer, however, seized the problem forth
Tightly. He said that world grain consump
tion is outpacing production and that even 
with bumper crops, world reserves may not 
be rebuilt "ln this decade." Accepting the 
implications of this stark diagnosis, he went 
on to urge the calling of a world food con
ference ln 1974. A conference is the right 
way to focus concern and to internationalize 
responsibility for a condition of world food 
scarcity which the United States can no 
longer handle on its own. The UN.'s Food 
and Agriculture Organization presumably 
would provide the staff work for such a con
ference, although the Russians have yet to 
join it. But any successful approach can only 
be made by engaging member states at a 
high political level. This seems to be what 
Dr. Kissinger has in mind. 

A speech ls only a speech. In this one, how
ever, the new Secretary of State launched 
at least two significant initiatives. These 
have merit in themselves. They allow the 
United States to play a responsible inter
national role. And they can serve as vehicles 
for precisely the kind of international co
operation t hat the United Nat ions was set 
up to provide. 

DELAWARE ACTS TO PROTECT ITS 
ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, one of the 
major concerns in the Senate recently 
has been with legislation to control and 
protect our environment. At the last ses
sion of Congress the Coastal Zone Man
agement Act was passed to provide a 
Federal program for protecting one of 
our country's most valuable assets. In 
the present session I wa s plea sed to sup-
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port the land use planning legislation 
recommended by the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs and adopted 
by the Senate. I hope that the House of 
Representatives will act promptly on 
this legislation so that we can develop 
adequate and effective land use controls 
at the local level throughout the Nation. 

I have personally been deeply con
cerned with proposals to construct deep 
water ports, particularly off the shores 
of Delaware. I believe that these ports 
and the almost inevitable industrial de
velopment that would follow such port 
facilities would impair the coastal areas 
in which we in Delaware take such pride. 
Many committee hearings, in which I 
participated, have been held in the 
Senate to air all aspects of this critical 
problem. 

I am pleased to see, however, that the 
State of Delaware has not waited to move 
ahead to develop controls on develop
ment and threats to its environment. In 
a recent report to the people of Dela
ware, "Guiding the Coastal Zone," Gov. 
Sherman W. Tribbitt has spelled out 
what Delaware is doing to help itself. 

Mr. President, I am proud of the ac
complishments in Delaware, and I re
quest unanimous consent that portions 
of Governor Tribbitt's report be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE GOVERNOR OF DELAWARE, 
Dover, Delaware. 

DEAR FELLOW DELAWAREAN: Dela.ware's en
-Vironment a.l movement is unequaled b.y a.ny 
ot her. state 
- It has moved far beyond talk and emotion.:. 
.alism to hard facts a.nd thorough st~dy. 

Above a.11, there's a commitment QY a re:
sponsible and responsive legislature, dedicat
ed public officials and an aware citizenry. 

Perhaps the small size of our State con
t ributes to this stron g commitment. All of 
-us know that everyone pays for the loss of 
our natural resources, wh ether a.ir, water, 
beaches or marshes. 

Naturally, I am proud of the accomplish
ments of my administ ration. But as I point
ed out in my "Quality of Life" message, I am 
p articularly proud that they have been at
tained through a spirit of cooperation which 
soars above the bounds of partisanship. 

Where our environment is concerned, we 
are all Delawareans, first and foremost. 

It is this cooperative spirit that must be 
sustained if we are to ward off the continual 
pressures bombarding Delaware. 

One is the push for const ruction of a 
deepwater oil terminal in Delaware Bay 
which would have the effect of irreversibly 
altering the character of our State. 

Another is the possibility of Outer Con
t inental Shelf oil and ga.s explorat ion off the 
coasts of Delaware and New Jersey. 

Some of these pressures are directed less 
at the State than at the counties which are 
called upon to use their considerable pow
ers in behalf of all their residents and busi
nesses. It often makes for difficult decisions; 
they must balance demands for public serv
ices with a concern over higher taxes. When 
reviewing projects, they must weigh the 
potential new tax revenues in respect to the 
impact of these projects on future land use 
and public facilities. 

We know their problems, and we hope to 
help them, for they are the front line of our 
environmental defense. 

I ask you to think about this idea-that, 
as our State's environment changes, so will 
we and, indeed, our children. Do we want this 
to happen without sharing in shaping those 

changes? I don't. And I believe you don't 
either. 

Delaware is an open society. All are free 
to make their views known, to ask probing 
questions, to voice their concerns and to 
challenge the State's actions. All our environ
mental laws and agency procedures have this 
in mind by providing for extensive public 
hearings as well as ample opportunity to 
appeal to higher jurisdictions. 

Beginning next week, the Coastal Zone 
Industrial Control Board will consider new 
regulations. 

The law says that the Board must hold a. 
public meeting on them. But we believe the 
issues are too important to be confined to a 
single session. 

Therefore, the Board will conduct a series 
of meetings throughout the State during the 
next several weeks. 

These have been scheduled at what we hope 
are the most convenient times and places. 

And we regard them as forums, designed 
to tell you where we are and what we are 
doing, and then t o let us listen closely and 
carefully to you. 

We hope that your comments will go be· 
yond the specifics of the industrial regula
tions, and will deal with the larger issues of 
the State role in Coastal Zone management. 

Indeed, I hope many will comment on my 
proposals to regulate lightering in the Bay 
and the regulation of commercial and resi· 
dential development in the Coastal Zone. 

I urge you to attend. But first I suggest 
that you read this report. 

It describes some of the problems con
fronting Delaware in the face of inevitable 
change. All of us want Delaware to be a fine 
State in which to live, work and play. Bui it 
will not happen automatically. 

With your help, however, we will make the 
right choices. 

Cordially, 
SHERMAN W. TRIBBITT, 

Governor of Delaw are. 

FIRM LAWS GUARD ENVIRONMENT 
An environmentally aware General As~ 

sembly. has stepped up its pace in consider-· 
ing major legislation to conserve the State's 
physical resources. 

In 1973, the Wetlands Act (Senate Bill 217) 
gave the State strong powers to clamp down 
on uhdesirable filling and dredging of 
marshes, one of nature's unique habitats. 

And the enactment of Senate Bill 218 to
tally revamped the State's air and water pol
lution laws and administrative structure, giv
ing a sin gle focus in the Department of Nat
ural Resources and Environmental Control 
for the fight for clean air and water. 

In 1971, Delaware's Coastal Zone Act drew 
national attention because of its firm com
mitment to safeguard the future of our 
State's shores. The Beach Protection Act the 
following year gave further evidence of this 
commitment. · 

The laws take on different significance for 
each of those who have worked for their 
passage. 

To Rep. Andrew Knox, a co-sponsor of the 
1971 Coastal Zone Act, the laws mean that 
"Delaware has shown it will preserve its 
natural environment at the State level." 

A member of the Coastal Zone Industrial 
Coastal Board, Mrs. Gwynne Smith of Wil
mington, says : 

"The greatest problem now is implementa
tion of the laws-to have a just and under
standable way of administering them so that 
all concerned know the steps to be followed ." 

Some common features in these laws are 
that they permit extensive publlc participa
tion through required hearings, and they 
rely heavily on planning to help shape of
ficial regulations and policies. 

Finally, the laws have teeth. They give the 
State power to move swiftly against viola
tors. Penalties can be stiff: up to $10,000 for 
each day of violation. 

St ill pending before the General Assembly 
are several bills proposed by Gov. Tribbitt 
as part of 'his "Quality of Life" package. 

The most sweeping of these is the Coastal 
Zone Management Bill. 

This would set up a State Coastal Zone 
Mana_gement Boa.rd to carry out, through a 
permit system, a comprehensive plan for 
coastal zone development. 

The State Planning Office would prepare 
the plan, based on an analysis of population, 
natural resources, land use requirements, and 
the adopted plans of the counties. Under the 
proposed bill, permits for commercial and 
residential uses would be issued if a project 
conformed to both the local and State plans. 

Rep. Knox, stating that the Coastal Zone 
Act was essentially negative, said tha.t posi
tive steps are now essential to deal with total 
kl.nd use. 

"Land use planning is the key environ
mental issue of the next decade," Knox said. 

The hardest task lies a.head. The State 
knows what ha.s to be prevented. Now its 
agencies and citizens must define what has 
to be encouraged in the way of Coastal ZonES 
growt h. 

CITIZEN PANELS CHART DmECTIONS 
During the past few years, a searching 

examination of Delaware's future has taken 
place. 

An array of citizen panels, a.long with State 
agency teams, produced detailed inquiries 
into the States' recreational, environmental, 
land-use and energy prospects. 

Taken together, Delaware's various studies 
go a long wa.y toward laying out the issues 
and options for managing growth. 

And in contrast with countless federal 
commissions and advisory bodies, the work of 
these groups has brought about action. ; 

Basic work wa.s accomplished by the Gov
ernor's Task Force on Marine and Coastal 
Affairs, appointed in early 1970. . . 

Recognizing the desire of several heavy 
industry and transportation groups to con
struct refineries and off-shore terminals, the 
Task Force did not remain silent while com~ 
pleting its final report. Although the final 
Task Force report was not issued until July. 
1972, as early as February 1971 it urged im
mediate passage of a Coastal Zone Act. 

The subsequent law closely followed the 
group's basic recommendations. : 

In 1971, the Governor named the Delaware 
Bay Oil Transport Committee. Its summarj 
report in ~anuary 1973 included impo~ant 
basic material on the region's energy require~ 
men ts. 

Still another group, appointed in July 1972-, 
was the Governor's Wetlands Action Com
mittee. It took on the task of thoroughly 
st udying Delaware's coastal wetlands and 
formulating policy. The 35·member body 
represented a broad spectrum of the State's 
citizens and interests. Its preliminary report 
to the Governor in January 1973 was per
suasive; it helped gain passage of the Wet.;, 
lands Act in June. 

The urgent problems of recreation were 
addressed by the Delaware Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan, released in 1971. 
Prepared by the State Planning Office, the ex
tensive report gave an inventory of existing 
facilities, estimated future facility needs, and 
analyzed recreation demand through the year 
2000. 

The common theme throughout these in
vestigations is that Delaware can and must 
fashion policies for the future. 

This monumental effort has produced facts 
and recommendations. As for the unresolved 
issues, the public now has an unmatched 
source of information and evidence to assist 
its own decisions. 

PLAN MUST GYVE CLEAR CHOICES 
The Coastal Zone Act requires that the 

State Planning Office prepare a. plan for the 
location of industrial activity in the zone. 
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Such a plan has been produced in prelimin
ary form. If acceptable to the public, this 
plan can go far beyond the Act itself in shap
ing the land use pattern in Delaware's coast
al areas. 

Clearly a plan for future industrial loca
tion must consider much more than industry 
alone. The plan must be concerned with the 
multitude of development pressures and is
sues described elsewhere in this report. 

As portrayed on the accompaniyng map, 
the State Planning Office proposal presents 
an overall development concept for the coast
al Zone. This approach follows the premises 
of the 1971 Act and is based on four broad 
goals: 

1. Protection of the environment, natural 
beauty and recreation potential of the State. 

2. Protection of the natural environment 
in the coastal areas by regulation of indus
try. 

3. Affirmation of recreation and tourism as 
appropriate uses for the bay and ocean areas 
as long as these uses do not conflict with the 
wildlife and conservation values of the wet
lands. 

4. Encouragement of new industrial loca
tions in Delaware elsewhere than in the 
Coastal Zone. 

The State Planning Office has translated 
these goals into five recommended develop
ment policies for the zone: 

1. New development will be built contigu
ous to existing development. 

2. Public facilities must be provided for 
new development. 

3. There will be minimal disruption of 
soils-and no disruption of marshlands. 

4. Regionally dominant communities will 
be encouraged to allow for concentration of 
industry and commerce. 

5. The amount of new development will be 
tilld to the capacity of natural and man
made resources and services to accommodate 
growth. 

It ls these recommended goals and policies 
which have been translated into the physical 
location concepts suggested on the prelimi
nary plan map. 

In general, most extensive development in 
the zone should occur in New Castle County 
north of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 
and also along the Sussex County shore. 
There should be very little development else
where as the rest of the zone has strong rec
reation and conservation values worth pro
tecting for the public. 

Industrial development specifically should 
be limited to areas in New Castle County 
north of the canal where there are suitable 
soils, sample sites and adequate public fa
cilities. 

The rest of the zone must be protected 
from unwise industrial use. The one possible 
exception is for limited manufacturing uses 
near Lewes. 

Thus far, only the industrial locations are 
shown in detail on the map. Much work will 
be needed to spell out the commercial, resi
dential and recreational proposals. Moreover, 
any development that does take place will 
have to comply with all federal, State and 
local regulations that apply in the zone. 

The main question now is whether these 
generalized goals , policies, and land use des
ignations are what the public wants for 
Delaware's future. 

The State Planning Office-and the legisla
ture-can take administrative and legislative 
steps to prepare a comprehensive coastal plan 
with teeth. Does the public want such a 
plan? Are these ideas in agreement with 
what our citizens desire? 

FORUMS WILL FACE THE BIG ISSUES 

During the next several weeks, five public 
forums will explain to the citizens of. Dela
ware how industrial projects in the Coastal 
Zone will be regulated. They will also give 
full attention to the issues of Costa! Zone 

management which, while not yet covered by 
State law, will have great future impact. 

Diffl.cult questions must be considered, not 
only by lawmakers and officials but also by 
you and your neighbors: 

How do you feel about the concepts of 
strict regulation of lightering operations and 
the requirement of State approval of com
mercial and residential development of the 
Coastal Zone as proposed by Governor Trib
bitt in his "Quality of Life" message? 

How can Delaware and the federal govern
ment work together to deal with current pro
posals for superports? 

Is the approach of the present Coastal 
Zone Act fair in Judging whether new in
dustry is acceptable? 

Would incentives be useful to attract en
vironmentally sound private enterprise to 
the Coastal Zone? 

What public programs are needed in the 
Coastal Zone to add to its use and value for 
all Delawareans? 

Your active participation in the forums is 
invited. There will be ample opportunity to 
ask questions, give testimony and submit 
statements as part of the record. For more 
information about the forums, call the State 
Planning Office, Dover, at 678-4271; or you 
may use FAST, the Governor's Free Action 
Si:ate Tieline, statewide by dialing 1-800-292-
9570, or in New Castle County by dialing 
658-4311. 

KILPATRICK COLUMN ANTIDOTE 
FOR DESPAIR 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, these 
are grim days. A war we thought was over 
goes on and on. Inflation is rampant. Dis
enchantment with leaders and institu
tions endemic. Traditions, values, and 
standards questioned as never before. 

But just about the time when despair 
descends like a lowering cloud, some ray 
of hope or cheer or reassurance breaks 
through. 

Sometimes it is a dramatic demonstra
tion of individual courage, or of personal 
integrity tested and proven true, or of 
an institution that has weathered at
tempts at its compromise. 

But other times, Mr. President, other 
times it is simply something that lifts 
and comforts the heart by warming the 
currents around it. 

Such a ray of reassurance was James 
J. Kilpatrick's column in the Washington 
Star of July 30, a column titled: "Advice 
to a Granddaughter Turning 3." 

Mr. President, I do not share Mr. Kil
patrick's political views, but I have long 
admired the grace and the skill of his 
writing, and the deep sense of humanity 
his columns so frequently reflect. 

This particular column had it all. It 
was whimsical. It was warm. It was witty. 
And the advice it offered a grand
daughter turning 3-"Discover, Heather, 
simply discover," we could all take to 
heart. 

Perhaps we should all take the time 
to rediscover the precious fascination of 
the natural world around us, rediscover 
the purity of unquestioning love, redis
covn that the strength of our Nation de
rives from the strength of our people, 
and that strength, in turn. derives from 
the strength that flows from the roots 
of family. 

Mr. President, as long as there are 
grandfathers like James J. Kilpatrick, 
as long as there are granddaughters like 

Heather, as long as there is this kind of 
loving link between generations, this Na
tion need not despair. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Kil
patrick's column be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Star-News, July 30, 

1973] 
ADVICE TO A GRANDDAUGHTER TURNING 3 

(By James J. Kilpatrick) 
SCRABBLE, VA. 

Dear Heather: Three! You are honest and 
truly three years old today? I might have 
guessed two and a half, or two and three
quarters, but three? Why, it seems only day 
before yesterday, or maybe week before last, 
that you were honest and truly two. Heather, 
you are practically middle-aged. 

A year ago, when you were honest and 
truly two, we were counting your vocabu
lary. You had picked up all kinds of strange 
and interesting words, but somehow they 
came out in very few sentences. Now you are 
talking not just in sentences, but in para
graphs, essays, and books. 

You are turning into a talker, Heather, in 
the tradition of your great-great-aunt Lu
cille. She laid down the family rule that in 
any given conversation, whenever the speaker 
takes a breath he loses the floor. Your father 
was in the direct line of her inheritance, and 
you take right after him. 

In the past year, I rather regret to say, 
you have discovered the telephone. Not the 
play telephone. The real telephone. By next 
year, maybe you will learn that not all ques
tions need to be answered, "I'm fine!" It is 
a little baffling, after all, when I ask, "Is your 
father there?" and you reply, "I'm fine!" 

You are discovering many other things 
also. You have discovered why people go 
to the bank: They go to the banh: to get 
lollipops. And why do people go to the shoe 
store? They go to the shoe store to get a 
balloon. You are discovering the eternal 
truth that sandwiches taste better if they 
are cut into triangles instead of squares. You 
are discovering colors-red, blue, purple, and 
polka-dot. 

Last year, learning the alphabet, you 
bogged down at G. This year you bog down 
at wubbiya. Your favorite book, at the mo
ment, is the Sesame Street book, from which 
you have learned an imperishable assertion: 
"You're bananas!" You also have mastered, 
through the doubtful grace of your Uncle 
Kevin, "Go to the head of the class!" 

What you have mainly learned in the past 
year, though, is how to be helpful. If you 
have a favorite sentence, this is it: "I want 
to help." So you help in weeding the garden, 
you help in shelling peas, you help in wat er
ing the lawn, you help in cleaning up the 
dishes, you help in making the beds, and 
now and then your mother wonders how in 
the world she ever got things done wit hout 
yo-;ir assistance. Mostly, however, she won
ders how she ever gets things done wit h 
your assistance. 

I like so many things about you it is hard 
to say what I like best. Maybe it is the way 
you bounce into a room. You come on lllte 
the happy princess in "Once Upon a Mat
tress," with your blue eyes shining and your 
blond h a ir flying , and you talk all in capital 
letters: "Hi, grandfather! I'm fine!" You sort 
of clear the air, Heather, like a small hur
ricane or a three-year-old typhoon. And 
when you let the collies in with you, barking 
and pawing and licking your face, the Ma
rines, believe me, have landed. 

But I think what I like even bet ter is your 
lovely conception of time. Everyt hing that 
has happened before, even if it happened 
five minutes ago, happened "yesterday." And 
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everything that will happen hereafter, even 
if it is five minutes hence, will happen "to
morrow." Thus the yesterdays pile up very 
fast, and the tomorrows are all just ahead. 
You have your nose snubbed tight against 
the passing hour, and your world is pretty 
much bounded by lollipops yesterday and 
gumdrops tomorrow. When you are three 
years old, my small friend, that is not such a 
very bad world. 

One of these years, I doubtless will give you, 
because the books say I should, a vast deal 
of Very Sagacious Advice. Having been a. 
newspaper editor, your grandfather is full 
of that. But at honest-and-truly three, a 
little advice will suffice: Discover, Heather, 
simply discover! 

Discover the taste of rain, and the taste 
of mint, and the slippery feel of mud be
tween your toes. Discover June bugs and fire
flies and hummingbirds. Discover how the 
wind blows and a. dog's tongue drips and the 
toad in the garden goes hop. Never stop dis
covering! And you will discover, a. few to
morrows from today, the excitement of hav
ing a baby brother or sister who soon enough 
will discover, like you, how fine it is to be 
three. 

I love you, 
GRANDFATHER K. 

THE FOOD SPECULATORS-
PART Ill 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Presic1.ent, I shall 
soon introduce legislation which, I be
lieve, can serve as the basis for needed 
improvements in the system of Federal 
regulation of our commodities trading 
markets. 

That Federal commodities regulation 
needs substantial reform is no longer 
debated. 

The Administrator of the Commodity 
Exchange Authority, the agency of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture which 
now has limited regulatory authority, 
recognizes some degree of need. 

The major grain trading companies 
have, for the most part, urged reform. 
Commodity brokers speak of the need for 
reform. Telephone calls and letters to me 
from farmers in South Dakota and from 
other States attest to that need. 

The inadequacy of our present regula
tory system has been documented well 
in a series of articles in the Washing
ton Star-News, two of which were printed 
in the RECORD earlier this week, and the 
third of which I ask unanimous consent 
to be printed following my remarks in 
today's RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. McGOVERN. While my bill is be

ing put into final form, I would like to 
describe some of its tentative contents. 

It will call for removal of the author
ity for commodity trading market regu
lation from the Department of Agricul
ture and the creation of a new, five
member Commodity Exchange Commis
sion with expanded powers. 

Rather than ex post facto recommen
dations, which are the basis of today's 
regulation, the CEC would have power to 
issue cease-and-desist orders and seek 
court injunctions to prevent violation of 
the Commodity Exchange Act. 

The bill would direct the CEC to pro
hibit undue speculation, bar conflicts of 
interest between and among traders, 
brokerage houses and suppliers and users 

of commodities. It would extend regu
lation to a number of commodities not 
now regulated at all. 

In short, my bill offers more than just 
surface reform. 

Our commodities trading regulation, it 
seems to me, is analogous to the state of 
securities regulation at the time of the 
stock market crash in 1929. Reform at 
that time led to the creation of what is 
generally regarded as an effective Se
curities and Exchange Commission. 

Trading in commodity futures affects 
the lives and livelihoods of every Amer
ican as intimately as trading in stocks 
and bonds-in some ways, more so. 

The Congress faces a difficult task, but 
one we can complete with success, and 
with reward. 

EXHIBIT 1 
PRICING "POLICEMEN" FOUND LOOKING THE 

OTHER WAY 

{By John Fialka) 
The huge speculative waves that have 

swept across the nation's food pricing system 
have caused heavy damage to a government
regulated mechanism that is supposed to 
protect the food business and the public 
from the vagaries of price fluctuation. 

According to dozens of farmers, elevator 
operators and others in the business of rais
ing and handling foodstuffs, the damage is 
likely to appear in the form of still higher 
prices to compensate them for greater busi
ness risks. 

There is mounting evidence that some of 
the damage has occurred because the "police
man," the Department of Agriculture's Com
modity Exchange Authority {CEA), which 
is supposed to regulate commodity ex
changes, has a long-standing tradition of 
looking the other way. 

This summer the policeman has been fol
lowing tracks in all directions. It has 
launched an investigation into possible 
manipulation in trading of both July corn 
and soybean futures, trading which produced 
headline-grabbing record prices of near $12-
a-bushel soybeans and $3.80-a.-bushel corn. 

"Something's wrong there," CEA's direc
tor, Alex C. Caldwell, told a reporter. Be
cause the futures price gyrations often out
distanced cash prices there is a possibility of 
someone having a "squeeze" or a kind of 
corner on the markets, said Caldwell. 

Caldwell also thought there was something 
wrong with price activity in another favorite 
of commodity speculators-pork bellies or 
frozen uncured bacon. The CEA asked the 
Chicago Mercantile Exchange to stop trading 
in July and August pork bellies. The ex
change complied. 

There was also something apparently 
wrong with August and September soybeans 
at the Chicago Board of Trade. The CEA 
asked the board to stop new speculation in 
those months. 

Meanwhile the exchanges themselves have 
had to wrestle with extremely volatile prices 
by raising margin requirements and con
stantly adjusting trading limits. 

All of this, the price volatility, the appar
ent manipulation, the frantic attempts to 
keep the mechanism under control, have 
caused a. kind of erosion of faith in the sys
tem by people who have used it for years. 

For years, the nation's futures markets 
have served as a kind of insurance company 
for the food business. 

The speculator, the man who buys a con
tra.ct for the future delivery of a. commodity 
makes a. kind of bet that the price will in
crease. He has had his counterpart in the 
"hedger," the farmer, the elevator operator 
or the food processor who must keep stores 
of grain or other foodstuffs on hand as part 
of his business. 

The hedger sells contracts for future de
livery of whatever he has on hand in a kind 

of bet that the price will go down. If it 
does, he will lose money on his grain, but 
make money on his futures transaction, thus 

-he "hedges" himself against loss from price 
fluctuation. 

In theory, the speculator takes the risk and 
the hedger buys peace of mind. Not so this 
spring. 

Mike Graves, who operates three small ele
vators near Estherville, Iowa., was one of the 
lucky ones; he saw the waves coming. 

Because of a. chronic boxcar shortage in 
northwest Iowa., Graves had hedged tons of 
grain he could not move. As the first early 
surges of prices hit, he began getting re
peated margin calls from his commodi':.y 
broker. Finally, he noticed he had borrowed 
$1.2 million. 

That was about four times more money 
than he'd ever owed in his life. He did not 
sleep nights. 

Finally he sold all of his hedges, taking a 
small loss. "I said, boy let's get out of this 
thing or it will kill us," Graves recalls. "The 
interest was eating us up." 

Graves is not sure what he will do for pro
tection this year. If he can't get the farmers 
to store their grain until boxcars materialize, 
he feels he will have to take an "awfully 
big" profit margin to assume the risk 
himself. 

Some were not so lucky. According to Argie 
Hall, principal grain trader for the Farmers 
Grain Dealers Association of Iowa, the ·•run
away markets" created an "impossible hedg
ing atmosphere" in which hundreds of small 
elevator operators were forced to put up 
enormous margins or were "trapped" in 
hedges that they could not remove before 
the hectic trading drove prices up to the 
daily limits. 

L. C. "Clell" Carpenter, vice president of 
a Missouri farmers association, recently told 
a congressional committee that the "exces
sive paper trading" in soybeans contributed 
to the killing of pregnant sows and smother
ing baby chicks by farmers who watched the 
price of soybeans-the principal ingredient 
of the animals' feed-rocket from $7.00 to 
$12.90 a bushel. 

The gyrating prices also damaged another 
traditional use of commodity futures prices, 
that of a basic demand indicator. 

According to George Lawrence, vice presi
dent of Penick & Ford Co., a major Iowa 
corn processor, trading in the last months of 
futures contracts this year "have gone crazy" 
making them a poor guide for merchants. 

"Take September corn for example," he 
added, "that's a marbles game." 

And there are signs that even speculators 
are losing faith in the system. The Chicago 
Board of Trade, which had a booming year in 
almost every other category, recently an
nounced that speculators in soybeans 
dropped by about 8 percent over last year. 

Dick Collins, manager of H . S. Kipnis Co., 
Washington's oldest commodity brokerage 
firm, said he has been advising his customers 
in recent months to "stay out of the market." 

The main reason for the move was for his 
own protection in the face of bouncing prices. 
"What do you do if a guy suddenly gets in 
debt to you for $100,000. Jesus, how do you 
collect it?" 

On one occasion, Collins said, a Kipnis 
broker was physically unable to nudge his 
way into the soybean meal pit at the Chicago 
Board of Trade to carry out a customer order 
because of the jam of traders in the pit. 

"I've advised my brokers to get equities 
from new customers and put them in treas
ury bonds. The time will come when this 
whole damn thing corrects itself," said Col
lins. 

"Meanwhile you just don't go to Las Vegas 
and stand there and blow your money. We 
plan to be around for a while," he added. 

The Commodity Exchange Authority was 
created by Congress in 1936 to "provide a 
measure of control over those forms of 
speculative activity which too often demoral-
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ize the markets to the injury of producers 
and consumers and the exchanges them
selves." 

Recently investigators from Agriculture's 
Office of the Inspector General ( OIG) who 
performed an internal audit on the CEA and 
it s dealings with commodity exchanges 
dredged up a small mountain of evidence 
that the agency has not been doing its job. 

The study, a copy of which has been made 
public by a House Appropriations subcommit
tee, concluded that the CEA "did not make 
adequate analysis, inquiries and conclusions" 
on trading "where there were strong indica
tions of price artificiality or manipulation." 

In examining records at the nation's major 
commodity exchanges, the OIG investigators 
found "evidence of direct and indirect buck
eting of consumers orders, accommodation 
trading, excessive trading between brokers 
... and matching customer orders." 

(Bucketing is the filling of a customer order 
to buy or sell a futures contract at an inflated 
price without bidding for the cont ract on the 
trading floor. An accommodation trade is a 
non-competitive transaction between two or 
more conspiring floor brokers at an inflation
ary price. 

(Matching a customer order is done by a 
broker who places a similar order for his 
own personal account before executing his 
customer order. If the market moves during 
the transactions, it is the broker who gets 
the cheaper price.) 

(All the above practices a re illegal.) 
"We found transactions," the invest igators 

added, "where the same broker was on both 
sides of a trade and where trading between 
combinations of brokers (was carried on) to 
such an extent to indicate that such trading 
was prearranged." 

One case of manipulation unearthed by the 
OIG happened in November 1969, under the 
very nose of a CEA investigator who later 
wrote that trading in November potatoes at 
the New York Mercantile Exchange ended "in 
an orderly fashion." 

According to the OIG, one contract for 
delivery of a carload of November potatoes 
was sold and resold 35 times on the final 
trading day by a team of three brokers at 
ever increasing prices. 

On occasions when the CEA has caught 
brokers performing all manner of market 
manipulations, the report notes, the penalties 
imposed have amounted to little more than a 
slap on the wrist. For instance, in a trade 
practice investigation in 1969 at the Chicago 
Mercantile Exchange: 

"Violations included matching customer 
orders, taking the opposite side, trading non
competitively, making fictitious trades, en
tering into prearranged transactions, making 
false entries on trading cards and causing 
false records to be made." 

In February 1971, the CEA rounded up 22 
members of the exchange and made them 
sign statements promising that, in the fu
ture, they would comply with trading rules. 

The classic case of non-punishment, how
ever, involves Cargill Inc., one of the nation's 
largest grain trading companies, which was 
found guilty of manipulating the wheat fu
tures market in 1963. The CEA took 7Y:z years 
to mull over the case before handing down its 
decision. 

Although the agency has the power to ban 
a company from t-rading, it decided to put 
Cargill's top officers on probation instead. 
Later, one of Cargill's traders admitted to a 
House subcommittee that he could not re
member whether he was still on probation or 
not. 

The OIG investigators found that one rea
son CEA has difficulty making cases is that 
many of its reports "were filed incorrectly or 
not fl.led at all." 

"Large traders are not policed for trading 
in excess of (maximum) limits if they do not 
report or are not required to report." 

And the OIG discovered that no one in 
the eastern or central regions of the CEA 

could recall "any instance where administra
tive action was taken to invoke the penalties" 
for falling to file required reports. One large 
trader was discovered to have systematically 
filed erroneous reports since 1948. 

"CEA investigators," their report added, 
"had little investigative background" and 
were "poorly trained." During a recent reor
ganization of the agency, it noted, most of 
the knowledgeable field investigators wound 
up in Washington. 

Although CEA staff sometimes referred 
complaints to the disciplinary committees of 
the Chicago Board of Trade and other major 
exchanges, the OIG found little evidence that 
the Board of Trade and other major ex
changes did much in the way of self-regula
tion. 

"Our audit disclosed that the CEA cannot 
rely to any great extent on exchanges car
rying out their responsibilities of maintain
ing adequate surveillance over the trading 
activities of floor brokers," the investigators 
stated. 

Finally, the OIG noted that the CEA was 
not making studies that would show whether 
"scalpers" or floor traders trading for their 
own accounts were a cause of volatile price 
movement. 

"This has been due primarily to the lack 
of a staff able to understand the intricate 
mechanism of the marketplace," the study 
asserts. 

Despit e the damning conclusions of the 
OIG report and evidence of the recent chaos 
of the marketplace, Caldwell and other Agri
culture officials appear to remain convinced 
that floor trading act ivity does not tend to 
influence prices and that traders can still 
do much of the job of policing themselves. 

For instance, Caldwell had a "test study" 
made by his staff on potato futures trading 
in 1968 at the New York Mercantile Ex
change which concluded that scalpers "re
stricted" price movements. 

"That shows you really don't need a big 
study on that," said Caldwell, who has re
cently focused his staff's efforts on more 
r andom, smaller market investigations. 

"I don't think that should be top priority," 
said Caldwell's boss, Clayton Yeutter, assist
ant secretary of Agriculture, referring to the 
possibility of a thorough study of the opera
tion of scalpers. 

"We have bigger fish to fry than that," 
Yeutter added. Among the "big fish," he 
added, are proposed legislatiue changes 
which he said he could not disclose, a com
puterized remedy to CEA's repo:-t filing prob
lems, and a major effort to persuade com
modity traders that they should do a better 
job of collecting data and investigating them
selves. 

"We ought to make sure that the exchanges 
regulate more vigorously," said Yeutter, who 
said t hat he has "jawboned" traders at every 
opportunity in recent weeks. 

Yeutter also hinted that there might be a 
"small" increase in CEA's staff. (The CEA 
has 160 employes to regulate a business that 
generated a trading volume of t268.3 billion 
in the 1973 fiscal year ending June 30. The 
Securities and Exchange Commission, which 
regulates the stock market, had 1,656 people 
to monitor a trading volume of a little over 
$195 billion during the same period.) 

According to both Yeutter and Caldwell, 
much reliance will be placed on a new com
puter system that will be trained to collect 
data and decipher floor activity. 

The computer effort began in 1971, when 
Caldwell, who has traditionally been wary 
about asking Congress for more staff, cut 20 
staff positions to help pay for a computer. 

CEA staffers pumped much of the data. 
from the million reports they receive each 
year from traders into the machine and 
asked it to pinpoint suspicious trading pat
terns. The computer kicked ou.t numerous 
trades, most of which, upon further inves
tigation, turned out to be legitimate. 

"The computer," Qaldwell later explained 

to a House Appropriations subcommittee, 
"broke down on step 2. It could not sell us 
which particular trades really needed investi
gation. So it was really of no help to us at all." 

Still, Caldwell felt there was a future in 
using the computer to track manipulators. 
He searched among the "handful" of agricul
tural economists in the world who under
stand commodity trading for a man who 
knew floor trading activity and could harnes.s 
a computer to track it. 

He found the man at the University of 
Hawaii and gave him a grant to develop 
the system. Midway through his efforts, 
however, the expert died. 

"He apparently didn't tell any of h is as
sociates much of what he was doing," 
Yeutter said. "Much of what we've seen is 
not going to be usable." 

While the CEA struggles to find another 
way to use its new computer, world events 
have provided some additional pressure for 
accurate trading data. 

Investigators from the Senate Government 
Operations Committee who were combing 
CEA records found that major trading com
panies understated their reports of futures 
trading during the 1972 Russian wheat deal 
by millions of bushels. 

They also found that it would be virt ually 
impossible t o see whether there was m anip 
ulat ion at the Kansas City Board of Trade 
during the Russian deal because there was 
no requirement that traders' buy and sell 
orders be timed, thus no way t o tell t h e 
order in which trades were made. 

Then there is the problem with foreigners . 
Caldwell t old the Senate committee that he 
could not be certain whether the Russians 
were or were n ot in t he futures market at 
the time of the trade. 

And Caldwell refuses to comment on per
sistent rumors that part of the reason for 
gyrations in recent soybean trading was be
cause Japan and certain Common Market 
count ries were using the futures market to 
hedge later orders for soybeans. 

Despite the turmoil, the CEA has strong 
defenders. Most of them are in the group of 
futures traders that the agency is supposed 
to be regulating. 

"Boy are they tough on us," asserts Lee B. 
St ern, a broker and head of the public rela
tions committee of the Chicago Board of 
Trade. ' 'If we miss a report or something, 
they are on the phone the morning after." 

Among the merchants who are principally 
engaged in trading the real, cash agricul
tural products, however, the CEA's support 
appears to be dwindling. 

"I have yet to meet one of those guys," 
said one Chicago grain buyer, referring to 
CEA employes, "who really knew much about 
the grain business." 

Last week executives of Cargill, Inc., told 
a House subcommittee that they felt the 
CEA should be removed from the Depart
ment of Agriculture, given a larger more ex
pert staff, and set up as an independent 
agency similar to the SEC. 

Their recommendation and others similar 
to it may !all on deaf ea.rs in Congress, how
ever. According to sources close to the House 
Agriculture Committee, William R. Poage, 
D-Tex., the committee's chairman, has been 
reluctant to get involved in an investigation 
of futures trading because of the complexity 
of the subject. 

He is also, they asserted, opposed to the 
removal of the CEA from the Department of 
Agriculture because, as one source put it, 
"that would take it away from his jurisdic
tion. He regards it as part of his turf." 

If there is a. good sign emanating from the 
growing controversy over the CEA, it may be 
that it has generated some new ideas for 
reform within Agriculture. Caldwell accepts 
some, others he rejects out of hand. 

For instance, he believes that the CEA 
should have injunctive powers to stop ap
parent manipulation on the spot. He also 
thinks that futures contracts should be 



31646 - CONGRESSIONAL -RECORD--SENATE September 26, '1973 
changed to include more places for delivery 
outside Chicago. This would make it harder 
for speculators to operate during the final, 
delivery month of a. futures contract. 

Could the CEA require exchanges to keep 
track of the exact times that :floor trades 
a.re ma.de, thus permitting a true study of 
trading patterns? 

Caldwell doesn't think so. "We've thought 
of that, but it would slow down trading," 
he said. 

The trans-Alaskan pipeline has been going be the principals · in a trial two years later 
through this process for several years. Al- - that would produce the first findings of not 
though the progress througn the courts- has guilty on all counts in the long line of Gov
been slow, the pipeline has been consistently ernment cases against antiwar protesters 
winning. It was in all probablltty unneces- (other trials resulted in convictions or hung 
sary for the Senate to have tampered with juries or dismissal for technical reasons). 
this process; it was certainly unwise, no This five-month trial wa.s different not only 
matter how badly the oil is needed. 1n result. It had none of the theater of the 

absurd of the Chicago Seven, or the super
stars of the Harrisburg Seven, or the high-

JUSTICE IN A CAMDEN COURT · establishment actors in Ellsberg-Russo. It 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the ques- received only scant coverage by the media.. 

The trial wa.s distinguished by an astonish
WILMINGTON EVENING JOURNAL tion of amnesty-or perhaps the ques- ing, free-flow dialogue resembling a sensitiv

COMMENTS ON TRANS-ALASKA tion of understanding the dictates of the ity session on a large scale-on war, religion, 
PIPELINE BILL individual conscience--for persons who · ethics, patriotism, conscience, pa.rents and 

refused to serve in the military during · children. It wa.s a dialogue that involved not 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on July 19 the Vietnam war because of moral con- only seventeen defendants who acted as their 

the Wilmington Evening Journal com- victions is one that this country must own lawyers, but a Nixon-appointed Repub
mented editorially on the Senate's action face sooner or later. lica.n judge who was occasionally moved to 
on the trans-Alaska pipeline. I feel that As it has in the past, amnesty, on some tears, jurors who asked questions in court, 
the comments are thoughtful and well- and prosecutors who ca.me to admire their basis, will come when the wounds of that adversaries. 
reasoned and I ask unanimous consent conflict heal and the passions it gener- , In August, 1971, as the Camden plot was 
that the text of the editorial be printed ated cool. being planned, the protesters never expected 
in the RECORD. Perhaps that cooling process began to see the inside of a courtroom. They were 

There being no objection, the edi- and understanding progressed in a little- . going to destroy local draft records and run. 
torial was ordered to be printed in the reported trial in Camden, N.J. At that point the group's most helpful sup-
RECORD, as follows: The trial involved charges against a porter wa.s Robert Hardy, local builder, poli-

PIPELINE RusH UNNECESSARY number of persons who admittedly broke tician, and parishioner of one of the priests 
In the group. He bought food for them, pro-

The U.S. Senate, in giving the go-a.head into a building and destroyed draft rec- cured their walkie-talkies, crowbars, drills, 
to construction of the trans-Alaskan oil pipe- ords. and other assorted instruments essential to 
line from Prudhoe Bay to Valdez, may have The story of the trial and of the ver- the burglar's trade. He trained them in speed
been guilty of the wrong thing for the right diet reached by 12 residents of New Ing up operations and contributed a ladder 
reason. Jersey is reported in the current edition cut to exactly the right length to reach the 

The North Slope of Ala.ska can provide the of "The Progressive" magazine. roof of the loading dock behind the Federal 
United States with at least 10 billion barrels b f th building. From the roof they took the fire 
of much-needed oil, a.nd there is little opposi- In their own way, the mem ers O e escape up to the fifth floor, the goal of their 
tion to the exploitation of this natural re- jury in reaching a. not guilty verdict, months of efforts. He also taught them how 
source. The problem comes in transporting even more than the defendants who to drill holes in glass to remove windows 
the oil from Ala.ska to the continental United argued their own case, have taken the quietly. 
States. None of the alternatives is especially lead in helping us all understand why in Hardy had been told by a. close friend, 
attractive; all are expensive, and pose en- a country which would be free, the in- Michael Giocondo, in late June, 1971, about 
vironmental hazards. dividual conscience must be honored. the group and that they ha.d decided to a.ban-

The two leading alternatives are the trans- I ask unanimous consent that the arti- don the raid plan because they thought they 
Alaskan route, nearly 800 miles of pipe that cle be printed m· the RECORD. had been discovered by the FBI. Hardy said 
will cut across Alaska from north to south, he would like to meet the members. A few 
carrying 2 million barrels of crude oil a day There being no objection, the article hours before they met he went to the local 
to a terminal where it will be transferred to was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, FBI office a.nd wa.s hired a.s an informer. At 
tankers to complete its trip to the refineries as follows: that first meeting with the group, Hardy con-
of the West Coast, a.nd a much longer pipe- [From the Progressive, October 1973) vinced them that they should persist with 
line across Alaska and Canada., ending in the JUSTICE JN A CAMDEN COURT the raid scheme. With his skills and FBI 
upper Midwest. money, they did. 

The trans-Alaskan pipeline must be la.id (By Betty Medsger) From 2 a..m. to 4:30 a.m. the morning of 
a.cross hundreds of miles of tundra and per- The second more likely place in the United August 21, 1971, six members of the group 
ma.frost, vast areas where the caribou roam States to be mugged or killed is Camden, were in the Selective Service office on the fifth 
and where ma.n is a rare species. The environ- New Jersey, a grimy little city across the floor of Camden's Federal Building. They were 
mental problems it poses are to the wild.life . Dela.ware River from Philadelphia. Out- quietly destroying draft records and stuff
(wlll the migrating caribou cross the pipe- ranked in per ca.pita crime only by Newark, ing the lAs in mail pouches a.nd plastic bags 
line like the planners say they will?) a.nd at Camden is a boarded-up, depressing urban to be burned later. Two members were look
the two terminals where the oil will be loaded wreck that affluent Philadelphians rush outs on the fifth floor. Others from the 
to and from tankers. through on Fridays on the wa.y to their twenty-eight-member group were in the 

A trans-Canada pipeline's problems are Jersey coast summer homes. No one spends churchyard across the street a.nd a.ta. nearby 
more political than environmental; basically, summer vacations in Camden. house keeping watch. 
the Canadians are not sure that they want a But in 1971 a congenial group decided to , Shortly before 4:30 that morning Hardy 
pipeline built a.cross their country, and they summer in Camden, renting places down- was driving home in his van. He ha.d com
are not sure that they would want it owned town or, in one case, living in a.n apartment munica.ted with the FBI daily during the past 
by Americans. Therefore, a trans-Canadian on loan from its owner, a local physician. two months from a radio transmitter in that 
pipeline would take at least five yea.rs longer The summer visitors did no sunbathing. va.n. At about the time he wa.s pulling into 
to construct, while the demand for oil would They slept all day and ca.me out only a.t his driveway, eighty FBI agents arrested his 
continue unabated. night. Some would spend hours on the roof trainees, some a.t gunpoint. 

So the trans-Alaskan pipeline is the favo- of the Rutgers La.w School building, a. block It seemed to be a clear case of burglary and 
rite, a.nd therefore it is appropriate that ac- behind the Federal building. Others would a. humiliating failure. Even some friends of 
tlon be taken to speed its construction. What linger on the roof of the Townhouse Apart- those arrested who believe in civil dis
the Senate did this week, however, wa.s to in ments a block away. Some were stationed on obedience as protest labeled it a futile stunt. 
effect vote that the environmental considera- the ground. Some of them clocked night tra.f- But the case took on a. different perspective 
tlons be ignored, that no further court cha.I- fie light patterns, others the police patrols. six months after the arrests when Hardy filed 
lengel!I against the pipeline be allowed under One woman, a. former a.rt student at Temple an affidavit in Federal court saying that the 
the terms of the 1969 environmental protec- University, did appear in daylight to sketch FBI had told him it had been ordered by the 
tion a.ct. That ca.n be considered a case of the Federal building meticulously. They White House not to prevent the crime but to 
"Damn the ecology, full speed ahead!" talked to ea.ch other by walkie-talkie. · let the raid and destruction of draft records 

It is always diftl.cult to maintain the ba.1- Their dress was varied a.nd usually casual take place before making arrests. Hardy de-
a.nce between tampering with the environ- but had a common characteristic: They wore scribed hims~lf candidly as an agent provoca
ment for good reasons and tampering with dark clothing, some because of imperial de- teur who provided :food, burglary tools, a.nd 
the environment without using good sense. cree from Rome, a.s one of them would later training, all paid for by the FBI. 
The 1969 environmental la.w wa.s carefully sa.y in court, and the others for the more The da.y after the arrests, then Attorney 
written to require that the impact of any immediate reason that they were learning to General John N. Mitchell and the late FBI 
changes on the ecology be carefully studied, be burglars. director, J. Edgar Hoover, issued a. confident 
a.nd that those studied be open to challenge During that summer probably none of the press release. They had broken the back 
in the courts. defendants-to-be perceived that they would of the Catholic Left, not only with the Ca.m-
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den arrests but with i;he arrest the same 
night of another group inside the Federal 
building in Buffalo, New York. · 

After spending two weeks in jail, the Cam
den group quickly disappeared into anony
mity. Unlike Daniel Ellsberg, or the Harris
burg Seven, these defendants were not asked 
to give speeches, appear on television, or go 
to chic parties. They were little people, as 
unknown as the southern New Jersey citi
zens who would judge them. 

They were a mixed group. Among them 
. were Margaret Inniss, an elementary school 
teacher from Boston. John Swinglish, a Navy 
veteran from Washington. Father Michael 
Doyle, an Irish-born priest from Camden. 
Jesuits Edward McGowan, Ned Murphy, and 
Peter Fordi from New York City. Milo Bill
man, a Lutheran pastor from Camden. John 
Grady, a sociologist from the Bronx who had 
once run for Congress. Joan Reilly, a Long Is
land teacher of retarded children. Gene 
Dixon, a local factory worker. William Ander
son, a local physician who lent his apartment 
to the group. Their ages ranged from the 
early twenties to forty-seven, but most of 
them were young people who h 1.d interrupted 
college educations and career plans to work 
fulltime against the Vietnam war. 

The case did not come to trial until Feb
ruary, 1973. Twenty-eight persons were in
dicted in all, but between indictment and 
trial, eleven of them were severed for later 
trial. As soon as the trial ended, the prose
cution dropped all charges against those who 
had not yet been tried. 

The seventeen who did go on trial were 
granted their request to go pro se-to · be 
their own lawyers. They were offered (but 
frequently did not take) advice from three 
lawyers who sat wJth them in the courtroom 
but participated minimally. 

In many ways it was an ordinary court
room-dark gothic walnut paneling, ornate 
chandeliers, a raised judicial bench backed 
by a marble arch and flanked by oil portraits 
of obscure judicial predecessors, wall-to-wall 
plush avocado carpeting, a jury box, and 
three Federal lawyers dressed with conserva
tive reserve. 

The defendants' side looked like a furni
ture discount house, with four oak tables 
squeezed at odd angles and twenty-three 
chairs jammed together in such a way that 
all defendants faced the judge and jury. De
fense dress ranged from denims to straight 
suit and tie, skirt and sweater, and clerical 
black. Bench conferences, usually a matter 
of sedate whispers among three or four law
yers and the judge, were mob scenes with 
defendants on the fringes asking, "Louder! 
What?" Or, "This is no secret. Let's do it in 
front of the jury." 

In the spectator section were nuns, priests, 
parents, sisters, brothers, friends, and chil
dren of defendants in a variety of dress. 
They ranged from fashionably garbed ma
trons to many in faded jeans and shirts. In
fants crawled under the benches. During re
cess baby bottles came out, and the defend
ants' children took the judge's chair or tried 
balancing themselves on the jury rail. 

That casual courtroom atmosphere, how
ever, did not exist at the outset. The trial 
opened in the usual manner of Mitchell-era. 
prosecutions. There was tight, surly court
room security. Guards checked all persons 
entering the building downstairs and again 
when they entered the courtroom. U.S. mar
shals w~re as forbidding as they had been 
at other movement trhls. 

The Nixon appointee who presided, Federal 
Judge Clarkson Fisher. exhibited traditional 
courtesy to the professional lawyers but was 
formal with the defendants throughout the 
prosecution's case. He dismissed all of the 
de~ense's pre-trial . motions. In the early 
stages of the trial he threatened to clear 
the courtroom, when there was laughper or 
.other spectator reaction. 

CXIX--1994--Part 24 

,rohn Barry, the chief prosecutor, presented 
a. predictable and earnest case. He intro

." duced a succession of FBI agents who testi
, fled about . the night of the arrests. But 
Barry operated under a serious handicap: 
Hardy, the informer, had chosen to testify 
for the defense, not the prosecution. 

Several months after the arrests Hardy 
got in touch with his old friends, defend
ants Michael Giocondo and Father Doyle, 
told them ·about his relationship with the 

. FBI, and .admitted that he had since con

. eluded that he, at the Bureau's urging, had 
be.en an agent provocateur and a leader of 
tb_e ~~up, He told them he wanted to make 
his: role- public. He did, in an affidavit and 

· 1ater in the trial. 
Throughout. the case, Hardy was a man 

· whose conscience apparently was torn be
tween the FBI and the defendants. He agreed 
with the antiwar views of the defendants and 
seemed to admire them personally, but he 
said he was repelled by the idea of breaking 
the law and destroying Government prop
erty for any reason. When he told the jury 

· the details of his months as an informer, he 
added that he still disagreed with the actions 
of the defendants. On the other hand, his 
lifelong admiration for the FBI was shattered 
by its use of him not only to watch the 
"crime" but to cause it. 

Still; even with Hardy's defection, the pros
ecution seemed to have an iron-clad case. 
Barry claimed it was a simple case of con
spiracy and breaking and entering. Either 

. they did or they didn't. 
The defendants were the first to say they 

did. Swinglish, the twenty-eight-year-old 
Navy veteran, testified that he did it and 
if necessary would do it again. Cookie Ridolfi 

.said she destroyed as many of the draft files 
"as I could get my hands on." 

Once the defense began presenting its case, 
Barry found he had obstacles more subtle 
than a turncoat informer. A defendant would 
take the stand. on his or her own behalf and 
in the midst of being cross-examined by 
Barry would assume the role of witness and 

.pro se attorney simultaneously and say, ".! 
object." A baffled and irritated Barry would 

.helplessly shout, "Your honor!" 
As if the loss of his informer were not 

enough, the prosecutor had to sit through 
. the testimony of an Army major who testi
fied for the defense. His files had been de
stroyed by the defendants. Major Clement 
St. Martin, U.S. Army (Ret.), commanding 
officer of all induction centers in New Jersey 
from 1968 through 1971, testified that he had 
become completely frustrated after years of 
futile complaints through channels about 
gross unfairness in the way the draft cheated 
the poor and released the rich, especially the 
sons of state and Federal officials. He said his 
frustrations grew particularly deep in 1969 
when a "very high" Selective Service official 
responding to complaints filed by the major, 

·told him, "Mind your business. We have 
twenty million animals to choose from." 

Prosecutor Barry asked the major whether 
the inequities in the system justified. "private 
individuals breaking into buildings in the 
middle of the night." The major startled 
everyone in the room by replying, "If they 
plan another raid I might join them." 

The atmosphere in the courtroom quickly 
changed as the defense pursued its case. 
Having admitted everything they were ac
cused of, the defendants presented them
selves and others as. evidence of the moral 
justification of what they called "aggressive 
.non-violent civil disobedience." 

Some of them had unique courtroom styles, 
_For example, Paul Couming, a twenty-three
year-old from Boston's low income Dorchester 
..section who looks like a cherubic-faced Little 
League player ( and sometimes wore a Little 
League visor cap to court), began question
ing his mother, Rita Couming, with a reas
suring, "Hi Mom.." When he cross-examined 

. t he FBI agent who had arrested him the 
night of the raid, he began, "Hi, Mr. Smith." 

Couming enlisted. in the Air Force after 
he graduated from high school but later 
became a conscientious objector. His aging 
father told the Camden jury, "I tried to get 
Paul to relax . . . I told him to stop h is 

. worrying about conditions in Vietnam and in 
other places, because . . . the men that we 
had elected to represent us would do a good 

. job for us in taking ca.re of these things ... 
But later on I changed my opinion ... In 
fact, I at times had thoughts of myself leav

. ing the country with Paul." 
The white-haired old man, his voice 

trembling, concluded, "Whatever you do in 
your life, you square with your conscience 

· because that is God in ·you ... I say to you 
men and women that God gave you laws and 
God gave us conscien'Ce." The prosecution 
said it had no questions for that witness. 

A few prominent persons testified, includ
ing Philip and Daniel Berrigan and historian 
Howard Zinn, who had testified just a. month 

-earlier at the Pentagon Papers trial. Writ
ings of the Berrigans and their own dramatic 
civil disobedience had motivated many of 
the defendants, and Judge Fisher permitted 
the priests to give lengthy testimony. 

Robert Williamson, twenty-two, hair below 
his shoulders and wearing a dashiki, told the 
jury how in 1966, when he was in high 
school, he won the annual American Legion 
oratorical contest with a. strong condemna
tion o1 burning draft cards . 

Father Michael Doyle, speaking in a gen
tle Irish brogue, talked of life and death in 
local parishes he has served. As a Camden 
priest he once had to visit the morgue to 
identify five children burned to death in a 
house fire. It was then, he said, that he real
ized what Daniel Berrigan meant when he 
. wrote of Vietnam as "the land of burning 
children." 

Father Doyle brought the war home to the 
twelve towns of each of the jurors, mo3t of 
them from small conservative strongholds 
in southern New Jersey, as he listed the sons 
killed in Vietnam: ten from Vineland, five 
from Millville, one from Lindenwold, three 
from Pennsauken, nine from Salem, two 
from Pine Hill, six from Penns Grove, twelve 
from Atlantic City, two from Cinnaminson, 
eight from Gloucester, four from Hamilton, 
and thirty-one from Camden. 

In his summation, Father Doyle told the 
jury it would be "incredibly beautiful" if 
"people like you could redeem our action 
with your own decency . . . and lift it to the 
level of acceptance." 

One defense witness was a surprise to even 
the defendants and to her own son. Over the 
past four years Betty Good had been troubled 
by Bob, the eighth of her ten children. She 
did not understand the people he had been 
associating with. Most of his new friends' 
.names had a good Irish Catholic ring
Murphy, Grady, Berrigan, Reilly, McGowan
but the things they did-destroy draft cards, 
break into Federal Buildings, become con
scient ious objectors, refuse to bear arms
were not what she expected of good Irish 
Catholics, at least not in America. Like other 
parents in the courtroom, some of her chil
dren had given her serious ethical dilemmas 
in recent years. She had finally agreed that 
the war in Vietnam should end. But could 
she possibly condone burglarizing a draft 
office to make this point? Like the jurors, 
she was middle-a.gee!. fifty-six . . 

After a few days in the courtroom Betty 
Good began evolving into a. new person. 
About a week after she · arrived in Camden, 
Betty Good took her son aside and said, 
"Bobby, why don't you put me on?" Re
memberipg how disappointed she was when 
he. dropped out of a seminary and went to 
work in a soup kitchen 1n Cleveland, how she 
always talked about how we must get rid 
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of Communism, and how she did not under
stand why he went to Cuba. a few years ago, 
Bob Good was stunned. He acceded to her 
request, but with caution. The day he called 
her to the witness stand he asked her a few 
general questions about how he had been 
raised. Such questions, he hoped, would elicit 
a brief comment about how she .and her car
penter husband found it difficult to argue 
with Bob when he told them in 1969 he was 
going to become a conscientious objector be
cause he did not believe in killing. 

Instead, his mild questions to his mother 
ellci.ted an account that transfixed the court
~~ ~ ~d Judge Fisher to tears. Basi
: ct:"Iiy7, 1t' i;W; tne·-story of "-vo of 1:fer sons: 

Bob, who for three years has lived as 
though the Vietnam war was next door, as 
though he could see the killing, hear the 
bombs, as though he was responsible for it 
and responsible for stopping it. 

Paul, who was Bob's closest brother and had 
proudly Joined the Army. Betty Good last 
saw Paul when she and her husband drove 
him to the Pittsburgh airport six years be
fore the day she testified. Less than two 
months later Paul Good was killed in the 
Mekong Delta and brought home to Sharps
ville, Pennsylvania, to be buried with full 
military rites. 

Betty Good had been like her son Paul and 
had not paid much attention to the world 
outside Sharpsville, she said. As Bob Good 
later told the jury, his brother Paul "had 
no great feelings about the war . ... When 
it came time to get drafted in our town . . . 
especially in 1967 ... it was as automatic as 
going from eighth grade to ninth .... They 
didn't have any argument with the Vietcong. 
They didn't have any argument with the 
American Government." 

Bob Good was shocked as he stood at the 
courtroom podium and heard his mother re
spond to his questions. He explained later 
that he had not known until that moment 
that she had just gone through the same 
changes he and bis fellow defendants bad ex
perienced a few years earlier. 

Never in a courtroom before, Mrs. Good 
looked at the Jury steadily and said, "We 
ought to be ashamed of ourselves. I know 
I am. I am ashamed of the day I took my 
son to that airplane and put him on. I'm 
ashamed of any pride that I had when taps 
were played. And I did have pride then. I 
am proud of my son because he didn't know. 
We should have known, but he didn't know. 
A kid that never had a gun in his life ... 
And to take that lovely boy and tell him, 
'You are fighting for your country.' How 
stupid can we get? He was fighting for his 
country! Can anybody stand there and tell 
me how he was fighting for his country?" 

Mrs. Good told the jury that the realiza
tion that her dead son had not died for his 
country had come to her only a few days 
earlier after she had listened to Boston Uni
versity historian Howard Zinin, testify how 
in 1941, according to the Pentagon Papers, 
American interest in Indochina was based on 
tin, rubber, and oil, while the public later 
was told the main U.S. interest was in saving 
Vietnam from Communism and "to save 
America from attack." 

Apologizing for her past tendency to blame 
every new idea of her sons on Communism, 
she told the jury, "I was hung up on it. I 
feel that is the way most of us middle-class 
Americans are. We're so hung up on Com
munism ... that we don't know what our 
own Government is doing." 

A few days earlier Bob Good had delivered 
a legal paper to Judge Fisher in his cham
ber. The judge told him he had been read
ing more about the war in recent weeks and 
regretted not doing so years earlier. 

"I'll tell you, Bob,'' said the Judge, "if 
you're convicted I'm going to have a very 
rough time." 

A man who says strong words gently, Bob 

Good replied, "We won't make it easy for you, 
judge." 

By that time Judge Fisher had changed 
his approach to the defendants. He did not 
hide the fact that he liked them. To his ob
vious relief they were not Chicago Seven 
Yippies. Even when eight of them would rise 
simultaneously as prose lawyers to object to 
a prosecution question to a witness, they 
did so calmly. Gradually the Judge began 
to call the defendants by their first names 
and permitted a broad spectrum of testimony, 
despite the frequent objection of chief pros
ecutor Barry, whi was yearni~g, as ial 
daYt3 passed into weeks a.nd. t . 
be back in U.S. Attorney Her . s 
office in Newark trying organized crime and 
government corruption cases. 

By the end of the trial , far from threaten
ing to clear the courtroom at any sponta
neity; the judge tolerated applause, com
ment ed freely, and made humorous ad libs. 
Marshals pleasantly chatted with defend
ant s. Commemorations became an all-court 
ritual with defendants, judge, and jury par
ticipating in formal acknowledgements of an
niversaries that included the East er Rebellion 
in Ireland, the shootings at Kent State and 
Jackson State, birthdays of defendants, and 
the second wedding anniversary of Juror 
number twelve. 

Jurors took an active part in the trial 
long before their deliberations began. They 
were given an extraordinary invitation to 
ask questions of all witnesses. A defendant 
had suggested jurors should have that op
portunit y. Judge Fisher, apparently finding 
no precedent for or against ;.'u, allowed their 
questions. 

Nearly all jurors took advan tage of the 
invitation, but none more than Sam Braith
waite, a fifty-four-year-old black cab driver 
from Atlantic City. During much of the trial, 
Braithwaite sat on the edge of his chair, 
his eyes eager. Before the trial ended he had 
written more than eighty questions for the 
judge to put to witnesses. Having made up 
his mind early in jury deliberations, Braith
waite said he spent much of the time read
ing the Pent agon Papers---which had been 
admitted as evidence after some of the de
fendants argued that reading the Pentagon 
Papers in the summer of 1971 had been a 
strong element in their decision to enter 
the Camden draft offices. 

Judge Fisher instructed the jury not to 
consider the motivations of the defendants. 
But probably ninety per cent of the defense 
testimony had been on motivation. Luckily 
for the defendants, the judge's instruction 
to ignore motivations was somewhat like 
serving guests a sumptuous banquet, relish
ing it with them, and then saying, "Pretend 
we never ate this." 

The jurors were faced with two primary 
choices before they could deal with the guilt 
or innocence of each defendant. They could 
reach a verdict on the basis of whether or 
not they thought the Government had over
reached its participation through the in
former, Hardy, or they could decide whether 
the defendants' act of civil disobedience was 
a proper thing to do, something the jurors 
agreed should have been done. If they agreed 
that was so, there was no crime to society 
and no criminal conviction. The latter 
route-chosen by a few jurors, including 
Braithwaite-was a political verdict based 
on the jurors' perceptions of the war, not 
a verdict based on the immediate facts of 
.the case. 

In an unusual charge, Judge Fisher told 
the jurors they could acquit the defendants 
if they found the Government's participa
tion in the crime had been so unfair as "to 
be offensive to the basic standards of decency 
and shocking to the universal sense of 
Justice." 

This was a departure from the typical case 
involving informers in which the most the 
defense can hope for is a charge of entrap-

ment. In such cases, mere furtherance of a 
crime by an informer is not considered legal 
grounds for acquittal of defendants; the 
original idea for the crime must have come 
from the informer for acquittal to be rec
ommended. But in this case the defendants 
had gone to great lengths to prove that they 
had harbored plans for the raid long before 
they ever met the informer. 

By the afternoon the jury began grappling 
with those issues, it was evident that the 
emotions and politics of the trial had reached 
into the prosecution ranks. Late that after
noon chief prosecutor Barry, in his mid-

•thirties and' from the same Catholic back
ground' or· most of the defendants, found 
himself drinking at the Plaza Hotel bar 
alongside some of the defendants and their 
friends. The judge showed up there, too. It 
was the only bar in the vicinity of the Fed
~ral building. 

As afternoon became evening, Barry ad
mitted he had not liked prosecuting the case 
and even conceded that he admired the de
fendant s ' principles. This was a startling de
parture from other Catholic Left trials where 
Catholic prosecutors expressed deep personal 
bittern ess at secular agitation by priest s and 
nuns. 

Two days after the jury began deliberating 
basic issues, the jurors returned to the court
room to report they needed a replacement for 
their exhausted foreman. The occasion re
quired the return of all parties to the court
room, and after the jury retired agam the 
room looked like a day-care center. A young 
woman played a guitar. Defendant Terry 
Buckalew, twenty-one, guided his child with 
a baby bottle along the jury rail. Jesuit priest 
Ned Murphy had injured his coccyx in a fall 
and had to sit on a pneumatic rubber 
"doughnut." During the hours awaiting a 
verdict the younger children appropriated 
the "doughnut" for use as a basketball hoop 
in a corner of the courtroom. They tossed 
baskets with a patchwork cloth ball borrowed 
from a baby. The atmosphere was a mixt ure 
of tension and hope. 

Less than twenty-four hours later, on a 
gray and rainy afternoon, the jury returned 
its verdict: not guilty on all counts for all 
defendants. The courtroom was silent for 
a split second. Then an explosive gasp. Some 
began to sing Amazing Grace, but the almost 
universal weeping drowned out the singing. 
Defendants and spectators hugged each other 
and cried. Carolyn Ellis. one of the assistant 
prosecutors, impulsively hugged a spectator 
and said, "Tell them congratulations for me," 
and fled from the courtroom. That evening 
all of the Federal marshals would show up at 
the defense's victory party at St. George's 
Church in Camden's Lithuanian neighbor
hood. 

After the jury left the court room, John 
Barry stood by his prosecutor's desk for a 
while. Slowly he approached the defense side 
in the traditional adversary courtesy. He 
started to shake hands, but the handshakes 
quickly became embraces as he drifted from 
defendant to defendant. There were tears in 
his eyes. 

He walked up to me, shook hands, and 
said, "It ended the way it should have ended." 

NEED FOR MANDATORY ALLOCA
TION OF FUEL ADMITI'ED BY 
HIGH ADMINISTRATION OF
FICIALS--WHY DOES NOT THE 
PRESIDENT ACT? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

have been urging prompt action for man
datory allocation of home heating oil, 
diesel fuel, and propane gas since last 
May. 

Hearings before my Consumer Sub
committee then and last week presented 
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an overwhelming case that a mandatory 
allocation system is urgently needed. 

But the administration does not act, 
and the time is late. 

I am sure Senators read with interest 
a report in the Washington Star last 
evening of the speech by Stephen A. 
Wakefield, Assistant Secretary for En
ergy and Minerals, Department of 
Interior. 

He warned that without mandatory 
allocation and effective conservation of 
available fuel, we will have "men without 
jobs; homes without heat; children with
out schools." 

Mr. Wakefield told a Baltimore audi
ence that--

The harsh reality is that without anything 
less than the best of luck, we shall prob
ably face shortages of heating oil, propan e 
and diesel fuel this winter. 

Mr. President, we cannot leave to luck 
the health of our citizens, the function
ing of our institutions and the opera
tion of our crucial agriculture and 
industry. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle by Roberta Hornig be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

OUTLOOK FOR FuEL DARKENS 

(By Roberta Hornig) 
In the direst official assessment yet of 

this winter's energy supply situation, an 
Interior Department official warned today 
that a cold winter and a lack of energy 
conservation measures will bring serious 
hardship to those living in areas heavily 
dependent on home heating oil. 

"Let me be a bit more definti;:ve. I am talk
ing about men without jobs; homes without 
heat; children without schools. That is what 
I mean by hardship," Stephen A. Wakefield, 
assistant secretary for energy and minerals, 
said. 

"This year the comfortable words are hard 
to come by. The truth is that I can give you 
no assurance whatever that there will be an 
adequate supply of heating oil," he said. 

Wakefield made his remarks in a speech 
to the Maryland State Chamber of Com
merce legislative conference in Bedford, Pa. 

The speech is apparently part of an effort 
within the administration to press the White 
House toward mandatory fuel allocations. 

Wakefield is reportedly among a group of 
administration officials who plan to sound 
such warnings, fearing that the White 
House energy staff is not moving fast enough 
or not grasping the immensity of what they 
believe to be a serious energy shortage. 

A similar speech is planned for delivery 
tomorrow by Duke Ligon, chief of Interior's 
Office of Oil and Gas. 

A proposal for a mandatory fuels alloca
tion program, or equitable sharing of scarce 
supplies, is now being studied by President 
Nixon. Such a program was scheduled to be 
announced by now but reportedly has been 
held up by differences within the adminis
tration over whether it should be put into 
effect. 

Nixon's energy "czar," John A. Love, for 
several weeks argued against a mandatory 
program but then came out !or one for 
heating fuel only last week. 

He changed his mind after an Interior 
survey reporting that even under the best 
of circumstances, meaning warm winter 
weather, the country faces a heating fuel 
shortage of at least 100,000 barrels a day. 

(Love yesterday told Western governors 
meeting in Oregon that he expects Nixon to 
announce soon a mandatory heating fuel al-

location program for this winter, the Asso
ciated Press reported. 

(But Love said that mandatory controls 
on energy sources, particularly petroleum, 
should not be regarded as "a panacea for the 
current energy crisis," United Press Interna
tional said. 

(A mandatory program "would work well 
if there was a surplus pool to draw on, but 
production and imports are falling behind 
demand," Love said. A more likely solution, 
he said, would be to dampen the demand.) 

Wakefield, who has been arguing for sev-
~ths for a man~atory sharing pro

:. n y _ said that the only immediate 
-~4Q; get through the winter a.re "the 
most effective distribution of existing sup
ply and above all, conservation." 

"The harsh reality is that with anything 
less than the best of luck, we shall probably 
face shortages of heating oil, propane, and 
diesel fuel this winter." 

Wakefield also said that conserving energy, 
which a choice now, may be "what we are 
going to be compelled to do later in any 
event." 

"The only question is, are we going to do 
it gracefully and sensibly-and volunta.rily
or are we going to force the issues of . . • 
consumer rationing?" he said. 

Wakefield warned further that the coming 
winter fuel outlook is only "the tip of the 
iceberg." 

"Everywhere, in every fuel source, there is 
trouble, not just this winter or next summer, 
but for as far ahead as we can reliably fore
see," he said. 

OFFSHORE OIL DRILLING 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, there has 

been a growing concern over the past 
few months about the inability of our 
present system to supply necessary fuel 
oil to meet this country's consumption 
needs. 

One aspect that has come under ex
tensive study by the Senate is the need 
for construction of an offshore port fa
cility. As a representative of a State that 
might be significantly effected by such 
construction, I have become deeply in
volved in the debate sw·rounding such 
a proposal. 

Although the question of whether or 
not to build a port facility off Dela
ware's coast has not yet been resolved, 
we are now confronted with another oil 
related proposal, which would pose even 
greater problems for my state-drilling 
for off shore oil. 

Preliminary reports have indicated 
the possibility of such oil deposits off the 
Delmarva peninsula, and studies are now 
being conducted to ascertain the feasi
bility and ramifications of such a pro
posal. 

The September 13, 1973 issue of the 
Delaware Coast Press contains the first 
part of a series on offshore drilling in 
relation to Delaware. 

It reads, in part: 
The deepwa.ter oil port controversy which 

swept the state last year, has yet to be re
solved, but it is clear that even the implica
tions of such a port are minor by compari
son with off-shore oil. 

I request unanimous consent to print 
the article "Offshore Oil Drilling," which 
discusses the background of this pro
posal, in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 1:<.EcOR». 
as follows: 

OFFSHORE On. DRU.LING 

(By Dick Carter) 
Seventy percent of the Earth's surface is 

covered by water, a substance which during 
man's existence has been both the most es
sential resource and the most foreign en
vironment. 

In the past, sea.men have been able to ply 
their trade on the surface of the seas. More 
recently men have ventured beneath the sur
face searching for riches. 

As man h as expanded he has dominated the 
Earth's lands. In that domination, he has ex
panded many natural resources on . land. It 
has become necessary for him either t.o find 
similar riches elsewhere or do without them. 

Thus, man is going to have to turn to the 
seas for more of his necessities or face the 
possibility of extinction. 

Because the United States, with six per 
cent of the Earth's population, consumes 
about 60 per cent of the world's natural re
sources, the U.S. in going to the seas before 
most other nations. 

Oil is now the most sought after and the 
most vital resource in maintaining this na
t ion 's standard of living. 

The U S. reserves of the fossil fuel on land 
are severely limited and may well be ex
pended before the year 2000. 

Traditionally, we have used our position, 
as one of the wealthiest and most powerful 
nations, to obtain the oil we couldn't produce 
ourselves from other nations. The Middle 
East, weal thy in oil and poor in most other 
resources, has been a supplier. 

As the demand for oil has increased, po
litical implications have been raised. 

We need it. They've got it. Therefore, many 
nations, which once supplied the U.S. with 
oil, now do so on the condition that this 
country adopt a favorable diplomatic posi
tion ... a form of diplomatic blackmail 

While being as alien to man as outer space, 
the ocean floor has largely untapped reserves 
of oil. Obtaining the oil is dependent on ad
vanced technology. 

Oil has been pumped successfully from the 
sea bed in the Gulf of Mexico off the coasts 
of Texas and Louisiana and in the Santa 
Barbara Channel off California since the 
1940's. 

However, those undersea oil fields are no 
longer sufficient to supply this country's in
creasing demand for oil. The political situa
tion in the Middle East adds more complex
ity to the situation. 

Other soure~-s are needed and preliminary 
oil exploration has determined that the most 
promising potential sites of further exploita
tion of undersea oil are the east coast of the 
U.S. and the Gulf of Alaska. 

Along the Atlantic coast, the three most 
promising are: Georges Bank Basin off New 
England, Blake Plateau Basin off Georgia 
and Florida, and the Baltimore Canyon Basin 
40 miles off the coast of Delmarva. 

The Baltimore Canyon Basin is an under
sea. area surrounding the Baltimore Canyon, 
an oceanographic landmark very similar to 
a land canyon except that it ls more than 
600 feet underwater. , 

It i3 here that geologists and oil explorers 
feel that pumping oil from t he ocean floor 
would be most successful. 

As the E-O-called energy crisis developed 
last winter and a continued supply of cheap 
crude oil from the Middle East seemed more 
tenuous, President Richard M. Nixon ordered 
the Department of the Interior to triple the 
amount of offshore oil drilling leases along 
the Atlantic Coast and in the Alaskan Gulf. 

At the same time, he charged the Council 
on Environmental Quality to prepare a re
port by spring on the feasibility of drilling 
for oil in the area. The study will also in
clude consideration of the possible economic, 
environmental and social implications. 

The Council on Environmental Quality 
Will hold public hearings on off-shore drilling 
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on Oct. 11 in Ocean City, Md. Residents can 
register thier views on them. 

Delmarva wore specifically those parts of 
the peninsula bordering on the ocean-Sus
sex County, Ocean City, Md., and Eastern 
Shore Virginia find themselves at the very 
center of a question of global proportions. 

Most experts in the oil industry, as well 
as in government and in such institutions 
as the University's College of Marine Studies, 
say that every indicaition points to rich de
posits of oil off the coast. The big question 
is, "who controls it?" Gov. Tribbitt, in his 
opening remarks at the seminar, touched 
that question when he said, "My major con
cern is that the states themselves appear to 
have no control over the drilling, and so we 
are at the mercy of the federal government 
ancl the companies who will do the drilling." 

"Delaware stands to suffer from probable 
development but not to profit from any re
sults ... this is an untenable situation." 
the governor concluded 

He called for immediate federal legislation 
to give the states affected by development 
of off-shore oil resources at least some say 
1n that development. 

The chances of enactment of legislation 
favoring the states is doubtful, however, in 
vtew of the fact that states like Louisiana 
and California have been in litigation in the 
courts on similar issues for more than 20 
years. 

Atlantic seaboard states, however, may 
have some claim to the sea beds off their 
coasts because of their status as former 
colonies of Great Britain before the U.S. gov
ernment existed. 

A case which should decide that question 
is now being heard before the U.S. Supreme 
Court, Delaware and nearly an the other 
original 13 colonies are joined against the 
federal government over the issue. 

State Geologist Robert Jordan who has 
been preparing facts for such a situation for 
years, said that no actual exploratory drilling 
has yet taken place in the Baltimore Can
yon area but all methods of testing, shot of 
drilling, indicate strongly that oil is in the 
area. 

"Exploratory drilling is extremely ex
pensive and difficult and shouldn't be ex
pected to produce immediate results," Jor
dan said. 

He added that it could be 1977 or 1978 
before any definite results are known, but, 
"the process must start now before it is to 
go ahead." 

Jordan added that although the state role 
in the search for development of offshore oil 
is "generally stated to be advisory only, the 
state has many avenues of approach concern
ing sharing the profits, as well as having 
some say over environmental factors in
volved. 

Secretary of Natural Resources and En
vironmental Control John C. Bryson said 
that among the problems the state can expect 
1n the immediate vicinity of off-shore wells 
are the possibility of explosions at the top of 
the well, fires and leakage of oil onto the 
ocean floor. 

Whether the state gets a controversial 
deepwater port in the area of the Delaware 
Bay remains to be seen, but Bryson noted 
that many of the same hazards concerned 
with an oil port will be present when oil is 
transported to and from off-shore wells. 

Among those hazards are large oil spills 
and slicks caused by oil tankers pumping 
their bilges off the coast. 

Bryson said that the record of the oil in
dustry has been good in other areas where 
off-shore drilling has occurred. 

He noted, for instance, that there have 
been 1,095 recorded oil spills from off-shore 
wells off the coast of Louisiana which makes 
up less than one per cent of the oil spilled 
from all causes annually. 

"But that one per cent isn't good enough 
when you're talking about a state which has 
less than 100 miles of ocean and bay coast-

line," he said. Another factor involved ls the 
difficulty of cleaning up deep sea oil spills. 
Bryson concluded, "Deep-sea drilling and 
pumping is still an infant technology. There 
are still major questions involved such as 
how to control weather and human error. 

Delaware state planner David R. Keifer 
said last week that off-shore drilling will have 
major effects on the state's coastal zone laws 
and its economy if a significant oil industry 
develops. 

He said that while it is hard to foresee all 
the possible effects, down-state Delaware 
could be turned into another northeastern 
New Castle County, with its hU!«' build-up 
of heavy industry and residential ·develop
ment. 

"Surveys show that off-shore wells would 
require large supply vessels, skilled man
power, planes and helicopters, land bases of 
operation, tugs, barges, huge off-shore plat
forms to house equipment and much more," 
Keifer said. 

He said that the greatest factor affecting 
the state's coastal zone could be the tendency 
of such an industry to attract related busi
nesses such as refineries, petro-chemical in
dustries, and many different types of sup
porting businesses. 

At the very least, Keifer feels, the town of 
Lewes would very likely become a substantial 
home port for much of the off-shore oil 
operation. 

Thus, even a cursory investigation of the 
effects of an off-shore oil business in the 
waters off the Delaware Coast, indicate that 
such an industry could have vast impact 
on the downstate area in nearly every aspect 
of its life style. 

The deepwater oil port controversy which 
swept the state last year bas yet to be re
solved, but it is clear that even the implica
tions of such a port are minor by comparison 
with off-shore oil. 

REDTAPE AND THE PAPER 
SHORTAGE 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I 
would like to call to the attention of my 
colleagues the latest shortage in the 
American "storehouse": The supply of 
paper products. The production of paper 
has become the Nation's 10th largest in
dustry. The average use per person today 
amounts to 615 pounds per year. This is 
an increase of more than 33 percent over 
the consumption in 1962 which was 453 
pounds. 

Paper manufacturing companies cur
rently have reached their capacity for 
production. There are a number of rea
sons why these companies have been un
able to expand their production facilities. 
One is the impact of new Federal envi
ronmental legislation on their industry, 
and another is the aggravation of price 
controls. 

There have been numerous suggestions 
to help solve the paper shortage. One 
which I find to be most interesting is a 
recent admonition by the General Serv
ices Administration to all Federal agen
cies asking them to "exercise maximum 
page coverage in the future." Federal 
employees are notorious in their ability 
to generate paperwork. I have long ad
vocated that Federal agencies cut down 
on excessive use of paper. I would sug
gest that, rather than exercise "maxi
mum page cover," the Federal agencies 
reduce the 2 billion forms per year that 
they require from all citizens. These 2 
billion forms--or 10 for every man, 
woman, and child in the Nation-require 
massive amounts of our paper resources. 

The Subcommittee on Government 
Regulation of the Senate Small Busi
ness Committee, which I have the honor 
to chair, has been conducting hearings 
into the Federal paperwork burden, 
which I call "Federal forms pollution," 
for the past 2 years. Our subcommittee 
has identified many excessive, duplica
tive and overlapping Federal forms which 
can be eliminated and still maintain the 
necessary reporting requirements of in
dividual Government agencies. 

The extent of the paperwork problem is 
evident in the announcement on Au
gust 13 of the General Accounting Office 
which said that the Federal costs of writ
ing memos, signing directives, keeping 
files, and issuing reports now total an 
estimated $15 billion a year. Reports and 
forms alone account for $3.72 billion of 
this amount. Official records stored 
around the country now total 11.6 million 
cubic feet, or an amount 11 times larger 
than the volume of the Washington 
Monument. 

At a cost of $15 billion per annum, 
paperwork accounted for approximately 
6 percent of Federal expenditures in :fis
cal 1978. It now costs $7 billion more per 
annum to process Federal paperwork 
than it did 6 years ago, and $11 billion 
more per year than paperwork costs in 
1955. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge the agen
cies of the Federal Government to take 
the lead in solving the paper shortage in 
this country. If the Federal bureaucracy 
will reduce its reporting demands on the 
citizenry, especially on small business, 
this will go a long way toward alleviating 
the paper shortage and saving the tax
payers money by reducing the costs of 
shuffling, processing and filing all of this 
vast amount of paper. 

Two recent newspaper articles on this 
subject have come to my attention, one 
from the Wall Street Journal of Septem
ber 4 and the other from the Washing
ton Post of September 22 which highlight 
this growing problem in the paper in
dustry. I ask unanimous consent that 
these articles be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 4, 1973 J 

HEARD ON THE STREET 

(By Charles J. Elia) 
The market's boom.let in stocks of paper 

companies seems almost like virtue rewarded 
to some market analysts. Seven paper stocks 
were on last week's new-high list, a convinc
ing indication that even some institutional 
investors are reappraising basic industry 
values. 

Maybe so. Certainly few industries seem to 
have so much going for them as the paper 
sector-high demand, short supplies, full-ca
pacity operations and a tremendous gush of 
earnings improvement this year. However, 
the action in paper stocks needs to come into 
-clearer focus before some money managers 
conclude that a lasting change has occurred 
in market psychology. 

"A lot of money ha.s gone into the stocks 
pretty quickly, and I question whether it's 
money that will stay in or come out just as 
quickly," says one pension fund manager. 
"You can take a meaningful position in cycli
cal stocks like this only if you feel the larger 
institutional investors are going to support 
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them over the long-term, too, and I have to 
see more evidence of that." 

Such skepticism may be a minority atti
tude at the moment 1! researc·h recommenda
tions and the course of stock prices are any 
guide. Lea.ding institutional brokers, such as 
Baker, Weeks & Co. and Oppenheimer & Co., 
and a widening number of others have grown 
notably more bullish on the industry. Stan
dard & Poor's eight-stock paper industry 
index advanced nearly 12 % last week, a 1973 
peak, 37 % above its earlier low. Over the past 
four weeks, pa.per stocks have ranked only 
behind farm machinery makers in market 
performance. 

Behind much of the push is the belief 
among analysts that the paper industry may 
stay in a shortage-induced seller's market for 
its wares for some time a.head. That situation 
coincides with a decidedly unusual dry spell 
for industry expansion plans. In the past, the 
industry tended to greet strong business by 
bringing new capacity on stream and, almost 
invariably, slipping into over-capacity status. 

The analysts say that that isn't going to 
happen this ti.me, and that paper companies 
will lose some of their cyclicality even if the 
economy slows down. With plants opera.ting 
at full capacity and still unable to supply de
mand, the analysts see paper companies in 
good position to continue getting top dollar 
for their products. 

Industry estimates call for a mere 2 % ad
dition to capacity in 1974, and it's widely be
lieved paper makers are keeping a closer eye 
than ever before on any new expansion. The 
industry has indicated its product prices
a.nd profit margins-would have to go much 
higher to induce any additions of capacity. 

Hardly anyone in Wall Street analytical 
circles demurs on this score. What is produc
ing some hesitancy among professional 
money managers who haven't yet bought the 
story on paper stocks is the compression of 
time horizons that seems to be part of recent 
interest in the stocks. 

For one thing, recent buying has been 
keyed in large part to exceptional earnings 
gains for 1973 that have become highly and 
broadly visible. It has an unusual aspect 
because the more sophisticated managers 
tend to a.nt}cipate earnings gains, rather 
than buy coincidentally with them. In 
several cases, first half earnings of paper 
companies, already reported, were up more 
than 100% , and second half net, while st ill 
unusually good, won't be up as much. 

Perhaps more important is the fact that 
Wall Street itself is sharply split over how 
well the companies will do next year. As a 
whole, the industry may improve earnings 5 % 
to 10%, some analysts believe, but differences 
in company-by-company estimates are great, 
and fall far short of the industry's 1973 
showing. 

H. C. Wainwright & Co., an institutional 
research firm that analyzes stocks and in
dustries without making specific recom
mendations, has recently boosted 1973 earn
ings estimates and says the industry "ap
pears to have entered an extended period of 
sustained practical-capacity operations." 

Uncertainties of Phase 4 price controls 
"preclude confidently estimating" 1974 earn
ings, Wainwright says, but the firm believes 
the basic trend is still upward. However, ten
tative Wainwright estimates for nine com
panies are mixed. The firm forecast flat 
earnings in 1974, versus 1973, for Interna
tional Paper, St. Regis Paper, Scott Paper 
and Union Camp; a 9 % decline· for Crown 
Zellerbach; a 6 % decline for Mead; a gain of 
11 % for Hammermill; a 14% gain for West
vaco, and a gain of 5 % for Kimberly Clark. 

Oppenheimer & Co., on the other hand 
recently raised its 1973 estimates for thre~ 
companies and forecast 1974 increases as 
well. Oppenheimer analysts now look for 
earnings of $3.80 to $4 a share this year at 
St. Regis, and $4 to $4.25 in 1974, versus 
$2 .92 in 1972; $3.40 to $3.60 a share this year 

and $3.70 to $3.90 next year for International 
Paper, versus $2.30 in 1972; and $3.70 to $3.90 
this year and $4 to $4.25 in 1974 at Union 
Camp, versus $2.57 a share in 1972. 

Until the effect of price controls becomes 
clearer-or they end--earnings estimates 
for next year a.re likely to carry less assur
ance than many institutional investors pre
feL' before establishing long-term positions. 
Disparities in estimates currently are wide. A 
survey of institutional research houses, for 
example, produces forecasts in some cases 
that vary as much as 50 % between lowest 
and highest for the same company. 

The most crucial decision-point on the 
paper stocks, say some money managers, is 
whet her the industry can demonstrate it has 
really modified its traditional vulnerability 
to the up-and-down cycles of the economy. 

The industry may soon face this test if 
leading economists are right about 1974. 
Alan Greenspan of Townsend-Greenspan & 
Co. advised his consulting firm 's clients yes
terday he is expecting a "modest recession" 
beginning next spring and reaching bottom 
in early 1975. 

He expects after-tax corporate profits to 
drop 15 % between the first quarter of 1974 
and the first quarter of 1975, although he 
thinks full-year net should be little changed 
for all of 1974, compared with 1973. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 22, 1973] 
LAT EST SHORTAGE ITEM : PAPER 

(By Peter Milius) 
Safeway and Giant have told their em

ployees to cut down the double-bagging of 
groceries. 

Peoples Drug St ores has run short of 
school notebooks several times this fall, and 
was out of its own brand of toilet paper brief
ly last month . 

Federal employees are about to be asked 
to use less paper in the paperwork for which 
they are notorious. The General Services Ad
ministration is sending a memo to all federal 
agencies. It will ask them among other 
things, to "exercise maximum page cover
age" in the future. 

What all t his means is that you can add 
another item to that list of things you used 
to take for granted, and that you now some
times can't get. This time it is paper. 

The American Paper Institute says there 
isn't quite a paper shortage, and that may 
be true. The country is hardly in danger of 
having to go back to slate and chalk. As even 
the institute concedes, however, there is a 
" tightness" of supply, and it is likely to last 
for a while. Estimates of how long range 
from one year to five. 

The reasons are the classic ones. 
Demand for paper and paperboard-which 

is the industry name for what the rest of us 
call cardboard-has gone up astronomically 
in the past 10 years. 

Consumption of paper and paper products 
stood at 453 pounds per person in this coun
try in 1962. In 1972 it was 615 pounds, an 
increase of more than a third. 

Part of that increase is traceable to our 
lifestyle, part to the growth rat e of the 
economy. 

The Commerce Department says that the 
manufacture of paper and "allied products" 
is now the nation's 10th largest manufac
turing industry. Because it is disposable, 
things are being made out of paper today 
that used to be made out of other materials; 
diapers are a familiar example. 

Alongside these new products has been a 
rising demand for the old ones. The more the 
population and the economy grow, the great
er the volume of goods that are manufac
tured and shipped. The greater the volume of 
goods, the greater the demand for containers 
to ship them in. Those containers-a lot of 
them, at least--are made out of paperboard. 
Paperboard consumption has thus gone up 
sharply in the last 10 years. 

So, for a similar set of reasons, has the 

consumption of newsprint, the paper that 
newspapers are printed on. Paperboard 
now makes up about 45 per cent of the 
tonnage of paper and paper products con
sumed in this country each year; news
print, about another 16 per cent. 

The increasing demand for paper and 
paper products didn't bring about a shortage 
in the 1960s because paper companies were 
at the same time increasing their capacity 
to produce the stuff. Capacity, in fact, stayed 
a little ahead of demand. That meant there 
was always plenty of paper. In fact, because 
~he paper industry is still pretty competitive, 
1t also meant that paper prices didn't go up 
as much as industrial prices generally. 

In the past few years, however, there has 
been no such expansion of capacity. There 
are several reasons why. 

The simplest has to do with the 1970 re
cession, which reduced demand. The volume 
of goods being produced and shipped de
clined; so did the number of boxes needed to 
ship them in. Newspaper advertising fell off, 
and newspapers shrank in size. The paper 
industry responded by cutting back on its 
plans for expansion. When d~mand picked 
up sharply again last year, and continued 
strong on into this year, the industry 
couldn't meet it all. 

That always happens in boom times; there 
always are some " tightnesses" in supply. 

For paper, however, the tightness this time 
h as been aggravated by two other factors. 

One is that the country now wants, in 
addition to paper, clean air and water. The 
paper industry has always been a notorious 
pollut er of both. Recent legislation has 
forced the industry to spend millions of 
dollars on pollution abatement. Those same 
dollars might otherwise have been spent to 
expand production. 

Total capital outlays by paper companies 
haven't changed much in the past few years, 
but last year about 40 per cent of those out
lays went into counteracting pollution. Some 
paper mills, meanwhile, have simply been 
shut down. Their owners decided it wouldn't 
be wort hwhile to spend what it would cost 
to clean them up. 

The second factor that has aggravated t he 
tightness this time has been price controls. 
The paper companies haven't been able to 
raise their prices as much as they like-as 
much as they would if demand was this great 
and there were no controls. They have gotten 
around that, to some extent, by shifting pro
duction away from those kinds of paper on 
which profits are low, and into those kinds 
on which profits are high. 

This is why Peoples has had trouble get
ting tablet paper. That is also why office 
supply companies in this city of lawyers were 
running out of legal-size file folders this 
week. 

This week, the paper industry went before 
the Cost of Living Council seeking permis
sion to raise its prices. According to govern
ment indexes, they have gone up 8.1 per cent 
in the past year. The industry says that has 
not been enough. 

James W. McSwiney, chairman of the 
Mead Corp. t he nation's fifth largest paper 
producer, told the price controllers, that, by 
one est imat e, the demand for paper and pa
per products in this country will go up by 
8 million tons in the next three years. But 
the industry, he noted, is currently planning 
to add only 4.4 million tons to capacity in 
that period. Higher prices, he said, might 
stimulate a higher rate of investment. 

He also told the controller he didn't think 
a paper price increase would be all that infla
tionary. A 5 per cent rise in the price of paper, 
he said, would produce only an .055 per cent 
rise in the cost of living as measured by the 
consumer price index. 

The controllers may make up their minds 
next week. In the meantime, though, it is 
hard to find anything that has come to an 
actual standstill for lack of paper. 

A number of newspapers recently have had 
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to make cutbacks for lack of newsprint. Some 
have cut their size; some have stopped mak
ing out-of-town deUveries; a few have 
skipped some days of publication. The reason 
for that, however, ls a spate of strikes in 
Canada, one ag6inst the oanadian rallroe.d, 
the other against several big pa.per com
panies. 

About two-thirds of the newsprint used in 
this country comes from Canada, and the 
strikes choked off the supply. Some of the 
pa.per strikes still are unsettled. 

The &trikes apart, the problem with news
print is the same as with all other paper. 

Saying nothing has come to a standstill, 
however, does not mean the shortage has had 
no effect. 

Magazines, for example, are still publish
ing, but many a.re having to pubiish on heav
ier paper; that is the only kind their sup
pliers a.re making and will sell their custom
ers. The heavier pa.per costs most; it also has 
the effect of increasing postal costs, which 
are based on weight. 

Other users of pa.per have been put on 
quotas by their suppliers; they can't get all 
they want. When they get it, moreover, it 
often is late. Booms in this sense a.re self
limlting; the economy grows to a certain 
point, and then just can't grow any more for 
a while. It lacks the capacity, and new plants 
take time to build. 

The question no one can answer is how 
long pa.per '\7111 stay hard to get. The machines 
that make paper are huge things that take a 
long time to build; from the time a company 
decides it wants one to the time it gets it is 
usually two to three years. So capacity is go
ing to be expanding slowly for a while, with 
or without a r ise in prices. 

Demand is what is harder to forecast. Some 
people think the economy will keep growing 
next year, some think it will flatten out, and 
some think there will be a downturn. De
mand would slacken in a. downturn, but 
that's a high price to pay for paper. 

Another question is simply; how long the 
country can keep on increasing its consump
tion of paper. Can we keep growing trees as 
fast as we are cutting them down? That isn't 
pa.rt of today's problem, but it may be to
morrow's. 

COVERAGE FOR MENTAL HEALTH 
IN NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
establishment of a system of national 
health insurance for all Americans must 
remain a priority matter on the legis
lative agenda of Congress. 

Many of us have differing opinions as to 
the national resources we should allocate 
to such a system, how it should operate, 
and to what extent our present pluralistic 
method of health service delivery should 
be expanded, modified, or even changed. 
We have many pressing questions to be 
answered before we re.a.ch consensus 
about what would be a reasonable ap
proach to dealing with what is now com
monly accepted as an important national 
need. It will take much concerted time, 
study and energy before an adequate 
national health insurance system is 
developed. First, we must thoroughly ex
amine .all the issues so as to ensure that 
the final product is an improvement-
not a retrogression in the quality and 
quantity-of the services now available. 

All Americans have the right to quality 
health care. It is essential that there be 
no discrimination in the delivery of that 
care. Equally important is the need to 
make sure that those who suffer from a 
particular form of lllness have the s.ame 

right to treatment as those who suffer 
from any other type of illness. From a 
humanitarian standpoint, it would be 
inequitable to treat those we believe most 
amenable to effective treatment and ex
clude those we believe more difficult or 
more expensive to treat. 

I specifically refer to mental illness, 
the Nation's No. 1 health problem. 
Twenty million Americ.ans suffer from 
some form of mental or emotional ill
ness. Unfortunately, same people still la
bor under misapprehensions about this 
kind of illness. They still believe its 
treatment is so expensive that adequate 
coverage cannot be included in national 
health insurance or that effective treat
ment cannot be rendered. They believe 
it might be wise from a fiscal standpoint 
to either exclude the mentally ill from 
national health insurance altogether or 
provide only a very limited benefit. This 
would not realistically deal with this v.ast 
national problem. As a consequence of 
this kind of thinking, some plans for na
tional health insurance introduced in 
the Congress of the United States pro
vide little or no coverage for mental and 
emotional illness. 

The American Psychiatric Association, 
which represents 21,000 of the 25,000 
psychiatrists in the United States, has 
published a stum,, entitled "Health In
surance and Psychiatric Care: Utiliza
tion and Cost, u and based upon a variety 
of health insurance approaches. This 
study was directed by Louis S. Reed, Ph. 
D., a prominent health economist, and 
coauthored by Mrs. Evelyn S. Myers and 
Mrs. Patricia L. Scheidemandel, of the 
staff of the association. The project was 
advised by a committee of consultants of 
Blue Cross, Blue Shield, the commercial 
insurance industry, group and individual 
prepaid group practice plans, labor or
ganizations, and eminent psychiatrists. 

The results of this study, the most ex
tensive ever conducted in this field, dem
onstrate that the cost of providing in
surance coverage of mental conditions 
both in and out of the hospital is rel
atively low-a few dollars per covered 
person a year and a relatively small pro
portion of the cost of coverage for all 
conditions. 

The study also noted that health in
surance coverage of mental illness, even 
though it is hemmed in with special re
strictions and limitations, is widespread. 
At the end of 1970, 63 percent of the 
civilian population-80 percent of the 
total with hospital coverage of general 
illness--had some coverage of hospital 
care for mental illness, and 37 percent of 
the total population had some coverage 
of outpatient psychiatric care; this lat
ter represents 85 percent of all those 
with such coverage for general illness. 

Not to dwell on statistics, I would like 
to illustrate the feasibility of covering 
mental illness by noting that under the 
largest and probably the most compre
hensive plan studied, the Blue Cross and 
Blue Shield plan covering Federal em
ployees, total charges for hospital care 
of mental conditions in 1969 amounted 
to approximately $4.13 per person cov
ered per year, equal to 6.3 percent of to
tal charges for all conditions. In-hospital 
physicians' visits averaged 66 cents per 
person covered. In regard to outpatient 

care, there were 13 claims per 1,000 pop
ulation in 1969 for reimbursement of 
physician charges for mental c.ondi
tions. Eligible charges amounted to $2.99 
per covered person; benefit payments 
were equal to approximately $2.16 per 
covered person. Thus, the total benefit 
payments in this comprehensive plan, 
which treats mental illness the same as 
other illness, were less than $'i per cov
ered person. 

Canada has Pederal-Provincial pro
grams of hospital and medical insurance 
covering virtually the entire population. 
Hospitalization in general hospitals is 
provided for mental illness on the same 
basis as for other conditions, and physi
cians services for mental conditions in 
and out of hospital are also covered on 
the same basis as such services for all 
other conditions. In 1967 hospital dis
charges and days of care were equal to 
3.1 and 4.6 percent, respectively, of the 
rates for all conditions. Benefit payments 
for physicians services in and out of the 
hospitals in 1970 ranged from 43 cents 
to $2.37 cents per covered person, repre
senting 2 to 4 percent of benefit payments 
for all conditions. 

The advances in the treatment of 
mental illness have made great strides 
in recent years. The efficacy of the 
psychoactive drugs, along with the de
velopment of community mental health 
centers and other treatmer.t resources, 
has brought about a decline in the resi·· 
dent population of State mental hospitaL; 
from 559,000 in 1959 to approximately 
275,000 today. 

But there is no evidence that the inci
dence of mental illness is declining; 
there are, in fact, more admissions to 
State mental hospitals than ever before. 
The difference is that mental patients in 
general are being treated more effectively, 
and the length of stay in psychiatric 
facilities has been dramatically curtailed. 
Many former mental patients can resume 
active roles in the community within a 
very short period of time. Custodialism 
for the mental patient and confinement 
in the wards of state mental hospitals is 
far less common than formerly. 

Dr. Alfred Freedman, president of 
the American Psychiatric Association, 
pointed out in recent testimony before 
the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee ~ 
on Labor and HEW that in the post
World War II period, we have witnessed 
enormous gains in our ability to treat 
serious mental illness. He ref erred par
ticularly to the treatment of depressions 
and schizophrenia. He cited as an ex
ample one form of depression from which 
only 40 percent of individuals formerly 
improved after 3 years of treatment. 
Today about 80 percent improve within 
a very short period of time. 

And yet many special groups of the 
mentally ill are receiving little or no care. 
The first in a recent series of articles by 
Wayne King on child mental health, in 
the Washington Star-News, July 30, 
1973, stated th.at 10 percent of all 
children have sufficient emotional prob- · 
lems to warrant professional attention,; 
but only a miniscule number are getting . 
help. 4 

Besides the problems of children and 
adolescents, our society is beset with '. 
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other serious problems with a psychiatric 
component: Alcohol and drug abuse and 
addiction, psychiatric disturbances re
lating to aging, and to crime and delin
quency, and the adjustment problems of 
the Vietnam veterans. Yet, it is estimated 
t.hat only approximately 3.6 million per
sons in our country receive any kind of 
specialized psychiatric treatment an
nually. Worse yet, it is a fact that mental 
health services remain least available to 
those in greatest need-the poor and 
minority groups. 
· As the American Psychiatric Associa
tion has stated in its -position statement 
on national health insurance, which ad
.vocates equal coverage for mental illness, 
health insurance plans that ignore or 
·discriminate against the mental dis
orders are not only grossly unjust and 
inadequate, but also anachronistic, in 
view of the state of the art and the needs 
that currently exist. Also, they fail to 
take into account that there is a strong 
likelihood that covering mental illness 
will cut down on the utilization of other 
health services. It is commonly acknowl
edged that more than 50 percent of pa
tients presenting themtelves to physi
cians with physical complaints suffer 
from a mental illness component. The 
recognition and proper treatment of this 
illness will often a void prolonged and 
expensive laboratory testing in diagnos
ing the disease and in many cases will 
cut down on the need for other medical 
treatment. 

I heartily endorse the principle advo
cated by the American Psychiatric As
sociation that national health insurance 
cover treatment of mental illness in. the 
same way as other illness. This treat
ment should be allowed to take place in 
all professionally approved facilities, 
public or private, that furnish active 
treatment for the mentally ill-all ac
credited hospitals, community mental 
health centers, outpatient or ambula
tory care facilities, and intermediate 
care and nursing home facilities. Treat
ment by private physicians should also 
be covered to the same extent as for other 
illnesses. The elaborate system of peer 
review being developed by the psychiat
ric profession will insure that the pa
tient receives the most effective avail
able treatment and for no longer than 
the time needed to reach the therapeu
tic goal. 

I urge that all Members of Congress 
follow this just and rational approach 
toward the mentally ill. 

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION AND 
FREE SPEECH 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, dur
ing discussion of the Genocide Conven
tion, the question has arisen as to the 
impact of ratification on free speech in 
this country. This is a legitimate con
cern and deserves a forthright answer. 

There is only one article in this Con
vention which affects free speech. This is 
article III, subparagraph (c) which 
makes it illegal to conduct direct and 
public incitement to commit genocide. 
This section clearly states that the in
tent of the provocateur must be to cause 
violation of the law. This is perfectly 

compatible with existing U.S. law. Cur
rently it is illegal for an individual to 
incite others to commit crimes. For ex
ample, in Brandenburg against Ohio, the 
Supreme Court made it clear that in
citing to riot or inciting to violate the law 
may be punished, provided that there is 
.clear intent to cause law violation and 
there is probability of it happening. 

Mr. William Rehnquist, then an As
·sistant Attorney General, testified before 
a subcommittee of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee that the terms of 
_this treaty would not and, moreover, 
.could not be used to alter our constitu
tional protection of the right of free 
speech. 

Mr. President, this treaty offers no 
threat whatsoever to our constitution
ally protected freedoms. Rather it ac
cords in every way with our highest prin
·ciples and I w·ge this body to consider 
its immediate ratification. 

REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 
IMPORTANT TO MINNESOTA 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re
cently I was invited to address the an
nual kickoff dinner of the Minnesota 
Rehabilitation Association, attended by 
some 400 professional people working in 
this vital area and handicapped persons 
who have benefited from vocational re
habilitation programs in our State. 

It was with deep regret that at a late 
hour I found it necessary to decline this 
invitation due to an extended session of 
the Senate which necessitated my re
maining in Washington. Fortunately, my 
son, State Senator Hubert H. Humphrey 
III, graciously consented to read my pre
pared remarks to this distinguished as
·sembly. I am advised that, while he de
livered the major part of my text, he 
also noted the important work in which 
he had been involved in the State legis
lature to strengthen human rights stat
utes with respect to the handicapped. I 
have highly commended such initiatives, 
which are precisely in line with the 
thrust of my prepared remarks. 

This address, as prepared for delivery, 
focused on the importance to Minnesota 
of provisions of the recently enacted Re
habilitation Act of 1973, R .R. 8070. It is 
my belief that this vital legislation can 
enable our Nation to take a major step 
forward in guaranteeing the rights of 
handicapped Americans to self-respect 
and to succeed to the best of their capa
bilities. 
· Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
·sent that the text of my prepared re
marks to the Minnesota Rehabilitation 
Association dinner be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
REMARKS BY SENATOR HUBERT H . HUMPHREY 

A heavy responsibility has been laid upon 
you as t he major professional organization 
representing the int erests of handicapped 
citizens in t he state of Minnesota. You must 
be the spokesmen, in a crucial time, of the 
right of the disabled to comprehensive re
habilitation services. 

It is unconscionable that for millions o! 
handicapped persons across America, the 

promise of an equal chance to learn and to 
work to the maximum o! their abilities, and 
to live as equal, contributing members of 
their communities, remains only a distant 
mirage, despite the enactment by Congress 
of some four major vocational rehabilitation 
laws over the past three decades. 

Americans who are physically, mentally, 
or behaviorally disabled are not asking for 
a handout. They ask only for the oppor• 
tunity to be counselled, to be evaluated, to 
be trained, and to have employment com
mensurate with their abilities without prej· 
udice. They ask for this compensatory or 
vocational rehabilitation help only to make 
them productive, self-reliant, and competi
t ive, and they ask that this be done without 
furt her delay. 

The time has come to firmly establish the 
rights of handicapped Americans to self-re
spect and to succeed to the best of their ca
pabilities-In short, to be an integral part 
of American society, no longer shoved aside 
with condescending pity. 

I think something is terribly wrong with 
the priorit ies of the Administration in Wash
ington when, as a result of Presidential 
vetoes, it has been necessary to bring seven 
times to the Senate floor- in the last year 
legislation for the extension and improve
ment of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. 

I strongly hope that this time we have suc
ceeded, with the recent adoption by both 
the House and the Senate of the conference 
report on H.R. 8070, the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973. 

The President has confronted a t enaciou!;, 
stubborn, driving Congress on this matter. 
We have come back again and again, present
ing a bill to t he President that demands that 
the Administration widen its narrow range of 
vision on what constitut es a program of 
comprehensive services and .genuine priori
ties on behalf of the handicapped. 

And we have insisted that these programs 
be backed up by adequate .funding, with a 
?ill aut horizing $1.54 billion over t wo fiscal 
years, or $138 million more than the Presi
dent wanted. 

I am advised that full funding of this au
thorization would provide over $12 million 
for rehabilitation programs in Minnesot a in 
fiscal 1974-a $1 million increase over fiscal 
year 1973. 

The need for the immediate implementa
tion of this legislat ion is crucial. As August 
Gehrke, Assistant Commissioner for Voca
tional Rehabilitation, State of Minnesota, 
commen ted in a recent letter to me about 
current Federal evaluations of vocational re
habilit at ion services: 

"I consider this perhaps t he darkest h our 
for the rehabilitation of the han di
capped .... " 

Yet t he fact s which Gus also provided me 
on t he act ivities of the Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation over the past fiscal year dem
onstrate clearly what can and must be ac
complished. A total DVR caseload of over 
41,000 included 6,331 who were rehabil
itated, including priority groups of alco
holics, drug addicts, public assistance re
cipients, and social securit y beneficiaries. If 
the national Administration does not under
stand what this means in terms of the res 
toration of human dignity, then let it a t 
tend to one solid economic argument: The 
·annual income of rehabilitants in our stat e 
'tot aled over $36 million, resulting in a re
turn to government of $3.8 million in per
sonal income taxes. 

The Rehabilitat ion Act of 1973 builds upon 
such records of accomplishment and reaches 
out to further client groups who can and 
must be served . 

In addit ion to extending basic state grant 
programs, this bill calls for a new focus in 
rehabilitat ion services upon individuals with 
the most severe handicaps-those who have 
been too long ignored under the guidelines of 
current assistance programs. 
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Reflecting congressional concern over an 

inadequate level of priority on vocational re
habilitation in federal domestic social wel
fare programs, the bill places new respon
sibilities upon the Rehabilitation Services 
Administration to insure the effectve imple
mentation of state basic programs. 

And it provides that the RSA Commission
er will now be appointed directly by the 
President, rather than by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Other provisions of this important legis
lation call for: 

New directions toward solving the prob
lems of handicapped persons, through re
oriented research and training programs, and 
through maximum utilization of science. 
technology, and medical resources toward 
overcoming current barriers to rehabilita
tion; 

A Federal mortgage insurance program for 
the construction of necessary rehabilitation 
facilities; and 

The establishment of an Architectural and 
Transportation Barriers Compliance Board 
to help enforce statutory requirements that 
these facilities be made accessible to handi
capped persons. 

I am particularly gratified that the Reha
bilitation Act of 1973 requires a new affirma
tive action program by all Federal agen
cies, under the oversight of the Civil Service 
Commission, and that a similar program 
is mandated for all Federal contractors and 
subcontractors. I believe that under such 
measures the Federal Government can as
sume a long-overdue leadership in setting 
the example for the Nation on the employ
ment and job advancement of handicapped 
individuals. 

These new initiatives on the employment 
rights of the handicapped respond to an 
original bill which I jointly sponsored, to 
extend to the handicapped the anti-discrim
ination protections of the Civil Rights Act 
against unfair employment practices. 

A further bill which I introduced was In
corporated in the Rehabilitation Act, to re
quire that there be no discrimination against 
qualified handicapped individuals in any pro
gram or activity receiving Federal funds. 

Two other amendments which I sponsored 
are also carried through in this legislation. 

One would add a program of rehabilita
tion services for public safety officers dis
abled in the line of duty. And a provision in 
the bill for an intensive study of the prob
lems of long-term clients in sheltered work
shops constitutes an important step toward 
implementing the intent of my amendment 
to assure these persons an adequate supple
mentary income, enabling them to live in
dependently in their communities. 

It is my sincere hope that the President 
will quickly sign this major legislation into 
law. The physically handicapped, the men
tally retarded, and the mentally ill are not 
only worthy of the compassion and care of 
the people of this country. Their human dig
nity also merits the respect of society and 
our government. 

Before this Administration makes any 
more snap judgments on national priorities 
and on where federal moneys should be 
saved, I suggest that it see the hope and the 
promise that are 1n the eyes of thousands 
enrolled in these vital rehabilitation pro
grams. And I suggest that this Administra
tion must totally reform its value system 
that has denied people in need such crucial 
opportunities to obtain gainful employment 
and to know self-respect in being enabled to 
live independently. 

It is clear that Congress must maintain 
close scrutiny of the implementation of this 
Act, due to recent reports of contingency 
plans in the Department of Health, F.duca.-

. tion, and Welfare to implement administra
tive actions that run completely counter 
to Congressional intent. 

One well-known proposal under consid
eration in HEW is that the training and re
habilitation features of the vocational re
habilitation program be replaced by a new 
cash assistance scheme. I am amazed at the 
failure such a proposal reflects, to recognize 
the vital necessity of carefully developed 
health and educational services. 

However, such a study in diametrically op
posed philosophies, such a dark hour for the 
rehabilitation of the handicapped, can and 
must be transformed into a new day of op
portunity. 

The American people must be made aware 
of the true issues and of the great resource 
which millions of handicapped citizens rep
resent for this nation, so that they can re
spond affirmatively and demand that our 
government in fact help these people to help 
themselves. 

The time has come to place this Admin
istration on notice that the needs of handi
capped persons are a vital national concern 
that must no longer be ignored. It is incum
bent upon you and upon Congress now to be 
the spokesmen for these fellow citizens. We 
must insist that the responsibilities of na
tional leadership include responsibilities of 
compassion and of respect for human dig
nity. 

This is our obligation. But this is also our 
great hope and opportunity, to make this 
nation become what it was truly meant to 
be for all its people. 

JUSTICE AT JUSTICE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in the 

midst of the present governmental tur
moil, the Justice Department has found 
itself on trial. The people of the United 
States have learned of illegal wiretapping 
and bugging restrictions on the first 
amendment, lack of equal protection, and 
collusion and influence peddling-all 
sanctioned by some of the men in key 
positions in the Justice Department. 
Now, if public confidence is to be restored 
in the workings of justice, the Justice 
Department must make some strong 
moves toward reform. 

In a recent speech, former Attorney 
General Ramsey Clark outlined what he 
called a "Declaration of Indpendence for 
the Justice Department," suggesting pro
cedures for departmental reform. His 
suggestions are excellent, and most 
heartening is the fact that while Mr. 
Clark was delivering his remarks, At
torney General Richardson was already 
taking steps to implement swift and thor
ough changes to restore the department 
to its former position as a place of law
not a part of a political administration. 
I am confident that the Justice Depart
ment, under such sensitive and innova
tive leadership, will begin to move effec
tively toward its goal of equal justice for 
all. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statements of Ramsey Clark before 
Ralph Nader's conference on the Legal 
Profession, and of Attorney General El
liot Richardson before the American Bar 
Association, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE RELEASE, 

AUGUST 8, 1973 
Attorney General Elliot L. Richardson to

day outlined to the nation's lawyers the steps 
he has taken to restore public confidence in 

the Department of Justice In the 10 weeks 
since his Senate confirmation. 

He said his first duty as Attorney General 
is "to do what I can to eliminate the causes 
of distrust, having taken office in the midst 
of the darkening cloud of suspicion and dis
trust engendered by Watergate." 

"This is the undertaking to which I have 
devoted my principal efforts since becoming 
Attorney General," Mr. Richardson said in 
an address to the American Bar Association 
convention in Washington, D.C. 

To counter the suspicion that political 
considerations or political influence can color 
the administration of justice, Mr. Richard
son said he has: 

Directed that no key positions be headed 
by a person "who is perceived to be an active 
political partisan" and requested his prin
cipal colleagues in the Department foreswear 
any political activity. 

Issued a Departmental order today estab
lishing a procedure for recording all contacts 
by outside parties with Departmental per
sonnel. The existence of the reporting sys
tem "will discourage approaches to the De
partment by those who are not confident of 
the purity of their motives," he said. Con
tacts by representatives of the news media 
are excluded. 

Members of Congress will not be given ad
vance notice of Justice Department grants to 
eliminate the public impression that the 
Senator or Congressman had some sort of in
fluence on the result, "when, in fa.ct, he had 
nothing to do with it." 

"Confidence is as fragile as it is precious, 
as hard to restore as it is easy to destroy," 
the Attorney General said. "Whatever stains 
the integrity of the Department of Justice 
damages confidence not simply in the De
partment but in government itself." 

Mr. Richardson said he was concerned 
about the Department's relationship with the 
news media and First Amendment guaran
tees. 

"The prosecutorial power of the Depart
ment should never be used-not even by in
direction or innuendo--in a way that could 
weaken the exercise of the First Amendment 
rights." 

He cited the Departmental guidelines is
sued in 1970 which require the Attorney Gen
eral's approval before a subpoena can be is
sued to a representative of the news media 
as an example of the Department's concern 
for protecting the First Amendment. 

"We are now considering an additional De
partmental directive which will require my 
specific approval before a newsman can be 
questioned or made a defendant in any fed
eral court proceeding." 

One of the major areas where the Attorney 
General said he is attempting to counter 
suspicion and create confidence in the De
partment "is in the candor and openness of 
our conduct of the administration of justice." 

"We have a responsibility to help assure 
the public that they are as fully informed 
as possible about what we are doing and 
why." 

"The burden of proof should always be on 
establishing the need for withholding in
formation," he said, "but there is a. legitimate 
need for confidentiality in the conduct of an 
investigation, to protect the identity of a 
source or to safeguard an individual 
reputation." -

The Attorney General said he has also 
called for a comprehensive government-wide 
study of the Freedom of Ill'formation Act by 
Department attorneys to guide the Executive 
Branch and Congress in improving the ad
ministration of the Act and clarifying its 
provisions. 

Mr. Richardson said he has notified other 
Executive agencies that Justice attorneys will 
not defend Freedom of Information lawsuits 
unless the Department has been consulted 
prior to the denial of the request. 
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Mr. Richardson said he also was t:onsider

ing establishing an Inspector General's Of
fice in the Department. "It is imperative-
not only morally requisite but practically 
1·equisite-that our commitment to fairness 
across the board be matched by consistent 
performance." 

The Attorney General said the proposed 
new office would have the responsibility to 
assure that those who have the public 
trust "are consistently worthy of that trust." 

To help insure greater consistency in the 
application of legal standards across the 
country and across levels of government, the 
Attorney General said that he had estab
lished an advisory committee of United 
States Attorneys and taken steps to foster 
more frequent and more system.a.tic contact 
with the National Association of Attorneys 
General. 

"It is my hope that, work,ng together, we 
may find ways to develop and implement co
herent and consistent approaches to mat
ters of widespread public concern-in such 
areas as consumer protection, drug abuse 
prevention, and protection of the environ
ment." 

Another method by which public con
fidence in the Department can be enhanced, 
according to the Attorney General, is in the 
improvement of performance. 

Saying that his predecessors had generally 
shown little interest in the planning and 
management of the Department, Mr. Rich
ardson said he will focus greater resources 
in this area and will create a new Division 
for Management and Budget. 

"Our ability to determine what works and 
what does not work--our capacity, in other 
words, to evaluate-is rudimentary." 

As an example, Mr. Richardson said that 
there had been a two per cent drop in crime 
nationwide in 1972, "but no one knows with 
certainty what the ca.uses of the reduction 
a.re, and finding out is one of the things we 
need to work on." 

CRISIS AT JUSTICE 

(Address by Ramsey Clark, before Aug. 4, 
1973) 

The beginning was modest. The Judiciary 
Act of 1789 which established the federal 
system of courts created the Office of At
torney General providing it should be filled 
by the President with ". . . a meet person, 
learned in the law." The first Attorney Gen
eral, Edmund Randolph, as most of his suc
cessors, filled that prescription. Like his 
father before him, he had served as Attorney 
General of his state. He was at General Wash
ington's right hand through the Revolution 
and an important delegate to the Constitu
tional Convention in Philadelphia, though 
he did not sign the final draft because he 
wanted the greater protection for individuals 
later afforded by the Bill of Rights. The sal
ary was $1,500 per year with no funds for 
office rent, clerks, secretaries or supplies. 
While the salary doubled in the first decade 
to $3 ,000, it was thirty yea.rs, 1819, before the 
Attorney General of the United States was 
authorized a single clerk. Wililam Wirt who 
became Attorney General November 13, 1817, 
wrote by hand, the first record of the office 
which began, "Finding on my appointment, 
this day, no book, document or papers of any 
kind to inform me of what has been done by 
any of my predecessors . . ." This merely re
flects the nature of the office in that epoch. 
It provides no precedent for L. Patrick Gray 
to destroy records. 

In 1853, Caleb Cushing became the first 
Attorney General to abandon the simultane
ous private practice of law. Most of his pred
ecessors had engaged extensively in major 
cases and legal matters of the day for power
ful private interests while serving as Attorney 
General. All had practiced law on the side. 

President Andrew Jackson first proposed 
the creation of a law department for the gov
ernment. His proposal was defeated, largely 

through the efforts of Daniel Webster who 
said it would make the Attorney General" ... 
a half accountant, a half lawyer, a half clerk, 
a half everything and not much of anything." 
Prophetic words. 

Decades passed before the Department of 
Justice was established July 1, 1870 with a 
total budget of $67 ,000 and a single Assist
ant Attorney General. A century later De
partmental employment approaches 40,000 
people and its budget exceeds a billion 
dollars. 

There have been times of tragedy, of poli
tics and lawlessness in the Department of 
Justice. Attorney General Mitchell Palmer 
led the Department in open violation of the 
Bill of Rights. Attorney General Harry 
Daugherty was indicted, but not convicted, 
for his role in Teapot Dome. In the main, 
however, it has been a House of Law, above 
politics, devoted to the pursuit of Justice. 
It has endeavored impartially to fulfill rights 
and enforce laws, conceiving the law as an 
instrument of the people's compact seeking 
social change. Its duty to the rule of law 
has tended to make its function quasi-ju
dicial. 

My view of the role of the Department of 
Justice appears as the Introduction to the 
Last Annual Report of my time there. 

"The Department of Justice is not an 
office of flinty-eyed prosecutors. Its mission 
is justice. It is moving steadily toward the 
role of Ministry of Justice. 

"It is a house of many mansions. These are 
among its p'lrrposes: 

To secure equal justice for all, by enforce
ment of the civil rights laws; 

To represent the United States in civil 
disputes before the courts; 

To provide leadership for all correctional 
endeavors through rehabilitation of federal 
offenders; 

To provide effective investigation and en
forcement of federal criminal laws; 

To light the way through research, edu
cation and law enforcement in the field of 
dangerous drugs; 

To maintain a free competitive economy by 
enforcement of the antitrust laws; 

To vitalize community relations by pro
viding meaningful involvement, communica
tion and opportunity for a people to affect 
their lives where they live; 

T_o patrol our borders, service ports of en
try and exit fairly and efficiently, and give 
meaning to citizenship by naturalization to 
a nation of immigrants; 

To support local and state agencies of 
criminal justice with funds and guidance; 

To advise the President and agencies of 
government; 

To process the appointment of federal 
judges; 

To seek more effective justice through 
legislation, executive action and persuasion; 
and 

To boldly s_tJeak for justice. 
"In days of turbulence filled with frustra

tion, anger and hatred, the Department of 
Justice with steady purpose must move effec
tively toward equal justice for all, unper
turbed by the emotion surrounding it. To 
those who suffer most it must manifest the 
purpose of our laws as equal justice. To 
those who fear most it must give confidence 
in its strength, its fairness and its effective
ness. 

"It is an institution close to the heart 
of two major concerns of the American people 
in this day: crime and civil rights. Though 
its role, because we are a federal system, is 
wisely limited, its leadership potential is 
significant. We can control crime. We can 
achieve equal justice. We need only the will, 
the courage and the effort. There is no con
test between liberty and security. Both can 
be enlarged. Neither can long endure with
out the other. 

"The Department of Justice is a part of 
the bureaucracy. It faces the critical chal-

lenge of all bureaucracy: to generate sensi
tive, effective, efficient action fulfilling the 
spirit of the laws. Unless we do this, the sys
tem will fail. It is not an easy task in a mass 
society. Government must strive for excel
lence in its performance. 

"The Department of Justice is a mighty 
institution staffed by thousands who hold 
their service more than a job-a cause. Their 
cause is justice. I am fortunate to have had 
the opportunity to serve with them." 

For the eight years I served in the Depart
ment of Justice, excellence in law and gov
ernment service were the highest personnel 
standards. As was usually the case in the 
preceding decades, no presidential appointee, 
no Attorney General, no Deputy Attorney 
General, no Solicitor General or Assistant 
Attorney General had ever been a political 
candidate for statewide office. Among those 
who held one of the dozen key presidential 
appointments in the Department, Byron 
White, Warren Christopher, Louis Oberdor
fer, John Douglas, Norbert Schlei, Don Tur
ner, Edwin Zimmerman and Frank Wozen
craft had all clerked for Justices of the U.S. 
Supreme Court. Nicholas Katzenbach, Archi
bald Cox, Erwin Griswold, Don Turner, 
Edwin Zimmerman, and Clyde Martz had 
been professors of law. Thurgood Marshall 
and Lee Loevinger had served in the Judi
ciary. Sal Andretta, Walt Yeagley, Leo Pel-· 
lerzi, John Doar and Mitchell Rogovin had 
distinguished careers in government service. 
A majority of all the Presidential appointees 
had been editors of their law reviews in law 
school. Only Robert F. Kennedy and Byron 
White had been significantly involved in a 
presidential political campaign. 

A radical change unprecedented in its his
tory, began in the Department of Justice in 
1969. President Nixon staffed the Depart
ment of Justice with politicians: Mitchell, 
Kleindienst, Richardson, Wilson, Gray, Leon
ard, Ruckelshaus, Frizell, Mardian, Rehn
quist, Ka-shiwa. These men, all presidential 
appointees, had years of direct political in
volvement in personal candidacies and presi
dential campaigns. Seven were candidates 
for or had previously held state wide political 
offices. Politicians can make extraordinary 
contributions to law and government even 
in the management of the bureaucracy. But 
when professional legal discipline is infected 
by political consideration, we are a govern
ment of men, a lawless society. When politi
cians are placed in key legal positions, the 
appearance of infection is immediate and 
the probability of its actuality high. 

Political people brought political postures 
and politic.al judgments to the Department 
of Justice under President Nixon. In crime 
control, civil rights enforcement, pardons 
and parole, antitrust and civil litigation, and 
First Amendment areas, among others, the 
Department to.ok political positions and ac
tions. A brief documentation will help show 
what has happened and must be done. It may 
be more than irony that President Nixon re
peatedly invoked the office of Attorney Gen
eral in the 1968 campaign. 

President Nixon espouses wiretapping. He 
caused all conversations in his office to be 
bugged for several years with virtually no 
one but himself aware of it. For the first 
time in history an Attorney Gener.al, John 
Mitchell, contended there wa.s an inherent 
power in the President to tap without con
gressional or judicial approval in domestic 
security cases. This view was later rejected 
by the U.S. Supreme Court but we do not 
yet know all whose constitutional rights 
were violated as a result. 

The first Nixon Assistant Attorney Gen
eral for the Crimin.al Division, Will Wilson, 
a candidate on many occasions for state
wide office in Texas, took a hard political line 
on law enforcement. Later, he was forced to 
resign under a cloud. He was the private 
attorney for .a man under federal investiga-

. 
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tion for fraud from whom he borrowed tens 
of thousands of dollars after becoming Chief 
Prosecutor of the United States. Mr. Wilson 
signed a check payable to a private investiga
tor indicted for wiretapping. Who wa.s 
tapped? A federal bank examiner, .assigned to 
i n vestigate Mr. Wilson's client. 

Attorney General Mitchell met in his of
fice in the Department of Justice with polit
ical campaign officials, listened to sugges
tions of wiretapping the Democratic Na
tional Committee, a federal crime and never 
.admonished them of the law, or threatened 
prosecution. We have yet to learn the extent 
of lllegal wiretapping and bugging committed 
or condoned by the Attorney General and 
his agents. 

To demonstrate their strong commitment 
to tough law enforcement, President Nixon's 
first Chief Marshal of the United States was 
recruited from the military. The Chief Mar
shal is the highest civilian Law enforcement 
officer in the federal establishment, just a.s 
the Attorney General is the highest lawyer 
and the Director of the FBI heads the major 
investigative office. When John Caulfield, a 
in.an with civilian police experience, ex
pressed interest in becoming Chief U .S. 
Marshal, he reports Attorney General 
Mitchell stated the Administrat ion wa.s look
ing for a military man. The Provost Marshal 
General commands the Military Police of the 
U.S., numbering several hundred thousand. 
A paramilitary concept of civilian police is 
foreign to the spirit of a free , democratic 
society. General Carl Turner, the Provost 
Marshal General of the United States, was 
appointed Chief Marshal. He became the first 
Departmental Official in t wenty years to be 
indicted for crime. His offense was stealing 
and converting guns forfeited by persons pos
sessing them when arrested by U.S. Marshals 
and local police. General Turner appropriated 
the guns for his personal collection, and 
bank account, ironic.ally paralleling the Ad
ministration's view of gun control, take them 
from bad people, give them to good people. 

Soon the Administrat ion's value patterns 
emerged. While abandoning social programs 
promising a reduction of poverty, legal serv
ices for the poor and the quest for equal jus
tice, government acted to keep people in their 
place, to make them behave. "Law and order" 
meant control by force. Tough cops meant 
bully power. But most Americans will side 
with Thoreau, "I was not born to be forced." 

For the Courts, President Nixon proudly 
proclaimed his intention to appoint people, 
r.ot devoted to the rule of law, but to his 
values. The Justice Department recom
mended such men as G. Harold Carswell for 
the United States Supreme Court. William H. 
Rehnquist, as Assistant Attorney General in 
the Department of Justice, participated in 
developing a policy of subpoenaing newspaper 
reporters before grand juries, and later as 
Associate Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court 
cast the deciding vote in U.S. v. Caldwell 
which by a 5-4 division holds newsmen sub
ject to compulsory process to disclose sources 
and information from news gathering. 

Sometimes the philosophy claimed was 
"strict construction," but neither acts nor 
words could meet this test. A more sweeping 
.and unfounded claim of executive privilege 
has never been pronounced than that 
espoused by Attorney General Kleindienst. 
The privilege by his definition would pull 
the curtain of secrecy over all executive 
activity. 

No Justice on the Supreme Court appointed 
by President Nixon has agreed with Justice 
Black's strict construction of the First 
Amendment. He believed that because the 
Amendment provided "Congress shall make 
no law ... abridging the freedom ... of the 
press ... " Congress could make no law 
abridging freedom of the press. 

Invoking the symbolism of the death pen
alty, preventive detention, and a no-knock 

law while attacking Supreme Court rulings 
enforcing rights essential to justice, the De
partment of Justice slowly abandoned, then 
opposed, enforcement of the equal protec
tion clause. By June of 1969, the Department 
of Justice stood with the State of Mississippi 
in opposing the present right of black chil
dren to an equal education. In October 1969, 
when young .attorneys in the Civil Rights 
Division began the first employee protest in 
the Department's history over the failure to 
enforce the law, some resigning, Attorney 
General John Mitchell said, "I couldn't care 
less." Hindsight indicates he was pleased 
when successive groups of idealistic young 
lawyers resigned in protest .against the fail
ure of the Department of Justice to follow 
the law in 1969, 1970, 1971, and 1972. In a 
major case involving school desegregation 
in Mississippi in 1970, the U.S. Court of Ap
peals for the Fifth Circuit, using unprece
dented language, referred to the "obtuse, pa
tronizing failure" of the Department to "do 
its duty." And when the Department failed 
to enforce a court order it had sought re
quiring removal of the Vietnam Veterans 
Against the War from the Capitol Grounds in 
Washington, D.C., Judge George L. Hart 
in open court said to Assistant Attorney Gen
eral L. Patrick Gray, you have "degraded the 
court." 

The President followed the standard by 
politicizing the Calley trial, telling the world 
and the Military Courts he would be the final 
judge. A brave young Army prosecutor, Cap
tain Aubrey Daniel, stood up for the rule of 
l aw and criticized his Commander-in-Chief 
for demeaning law. 

Extending its political actions into law en
forcement, the Administ ration authorized the 
largest, most lawless sweep arrests in our his
tory, 7,000 person s protesting the War in Viet 
Nam in May 1971. Its conduct indicated its 
agreement with H. R. Haldeman that such 
demonstrations were "good" and "great" for 
its political in terests. 

The Department of Justice protected the 
violence and deadly force of the National 
Guard by refusing to convene a Federal grand 
jury to investiga te the deaths of students at 
Kent State, Jackson State and other places. 
Following a police raid in Chicago in 1969, 
the Department of Justice first assured a 
private Commission of Inquiry that indict
ments would be returned, itself an improper 
act, then released a grand jury report which 
Sena.tor John L. :M,cClella.n criticized as with
out authority in law. The report blamed 
everyone, but indicted no one in the death of 
Fred Hampton and Mark Clark and the 
wounding of four Black Panthers in a police 
raid in Chicago. FBI ballistics found one shot, 
at most, fired by Panthers and scores fired by 
police. 

In the operation of the Department of Jus
tice, numerous political and lawless acts have 
come to light. U .S. Attorney Stewart, in San 
Diego, interfered with a grand jury investi
gating a major Nixon contributor who sup
ported Stewart for a judgeship. Deputy Attor
ney General Kleindienst sat in his office and 
listened to the Administrative Assistant to a 
Republican Senator plead for a constituent 
and suggest a large political contribution. He 
did nothing. Later he said he did not recog
nize the conduct as an attempt to bribe. The 
person was later convicted of attempting to 
bribe Mr. Kleindienst in the very meeting. 
ITT officials held private conversations, un
scheduled and outside the presense of staff 
attorneys working on ITT cases, with At
torney General Mitchell and Deputy Attorney 
General Kleindienst and perhaps, we learn, 
the President himself. 

No action has been ta.ken by the Depart
ment of Justice in dozens of affairs involv
ing huge political contributions: airlines, 
oil companies, ITT, Allen-Gulf Resources, 
the Dairy Industry, the Carpet Industry, 
Andreas, McDonald's, Farkas and others. 

James R. Hoffa was granted parole swiftly 

and separately by a law and order adminis
tration that did not pretend to give equal 
consideration to other applications. (One 
might ask what lesson tens of thousands 
of offenders take from this single act.) At
torney General Mitchell is alleged to have 
directly interceded in a matter for Robert 
Vesco, then under investigation. Vesco is 
alleged to have given $200,000 as a political 
contribution, later returned. 

L. Patrick Gray became the second head 
of a federal bureau that never had an agent 
charged with corruption in office. As Act
ing Director of the FBI, he accepted and 
destroyed, without or only partially reading 
files tl1at might have contained evidence 
of federal crime. Agents in a new federal 
drug agency set up in the Department of 
Justice for political visibility, thus destroy
ing morale among career professionals, with
out search warrants required by the Fourth 
Amendment or facts supporting their ac
tion, smashed into private homes in Illinois, 
terrorized the families, threatened death, 
used force, destroyed property-and found 
nothing. The head of the agency which vio
lated concepts of federalism by engaging di
rectly in local drug enforcement at the street 
level admitted he was the guest at the Texas 
ranch of a man later indicted for federal 
crime. 

For the first time in history the U.S. Gov
ernment, acting through the Department 
of Justice, sought to restrain a free press 
prior to publication, and a federal grand 
jury sought to force a newspaper reporter 
tv appear before it bringing notes and ans
wering questions about his sources. The il
lustrations presently known seem endless. 
How many more are there yet to see the 
light of day? 

A former Attorney General is under in
dictment. A Chief Marshal has been con
victed and served a prison sentence; the two 
heads of the Criminal Division during the 
Nixon Administration have been publicly 
identified in allegations of wrongdoing; the 
former Assistant Attorney General of the 
Civil Rights Division is under investigation 
for conflict of interest, having undertaken 
the representation of Dare-to-be-Great 
Glenn Turner in his various criminal and 
civil problems after four years of experience 
with which he could make a valuable public 
contribution; L. Patrick Gray, former As
sistant Attorney General, former Acting De
puty Attorney General and Acting Director 
of the FBI under federal grand jury invest i
gation; John Dean, former Assistant Deputy 
Attorney General under federal grand jury 
investigation; and how many more. 

We have seen enough to know that an 
enormous tragedy has befallen an essential 
and great Department of Government. We 
can leave it to the new and future officials 
in the Department, to the Courts, the Con
gress and history to tell us how close we 
came to tyranny and irremediable corrup
tion. For now, we can see the value patterns 
that guided the misadventure. They were 
lawless, truthless and violent values that 
seek power, to curb opposition, to have their 
way. A young lawyer ashamed of having 
served in the Department of Justice during 
these years and speaking what the thousands 
of career employees who care about justice 
must feel, was reported by the Wall Street 
Journal to have said on resigning "There was 
a time when a career with the Justice De
partment was all I wanted in life." 

We must make that time come a.gain. Law
yers, particularly, have an obligation to make 
this Department a place of justice. Our pro
fession has failed its assigned mission or 
equal justice under law. 

No system can prevent wrongful conduct 
by persons in authority while they have the 
will and capacity to engage in such conduct. 
The first need will always be the selection 
of " ... meet person(s), learned in the law." 
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A man who believes it is more important 
that a President be re-elected than that the 
Constitution be followed and the law obeyed, 
is not a meet person. We must establish 
stern traditions assuring the selection of 
persons of integrity, independence, legal 
knowledge and experience who have not been 
en gaged in politics. 

Lawyers who have made the law their 
"political religion," in Lincoln's phrase, who 
have manifested the clear commitment to 
the rule of law, to the Constitution, the Bill 
of Rights and the equal protection amend
ments are meet persons. There are thousands 
of lawyers who would rather serve the public 
than bend the power of their intellects to 
"petty causes" and private interest, who be
lieve in the fundamental principles of our 
Constitutional government--freedom, equal
ity, and justice; who will adhere to the limi
tations placed by law on their power and 
insist others do likewise; who will recognize 
~~~~n~~~~~inan~~ 
democratic society to know the truth and 
conceive it their duty to make known what 
they do; who want to be accountable to all 
the people for their conduct of office; who 
will not abuse their power, or the rights 
of any person however feared or despised; 
who will be the first to divulge to a person 
accused of crime any evidence relevant to 
his defense; who will not radicalize the coun
try by political symbolism, with phrases full 
of fear and hate like "soft on crime," or 
"Communist conspiracy," which signify 
nothing; people who do what they say a nd 
need not caution others to watch what is 
done not what is said. Most career lawyers 
in the Department of Justice have these 
qualities. Their leadership should have no 
less. 

The Department of Justice is not part of 
a political administration. It is a place of 
law. It must seek to enforce the laws in 
accordance with the purpose of Congress 
even as it endeavors to reform laws it deems 
undesirable. It must faithfully enforce the 
laws as finally interpreted by the courts, 
however it may disagree with those decisions. 
It can only participate in the policy views 
of a President where action is consistent 
with law. Its client is the people of the 
United States whom it serves by faithful 
adherence to the Constitution and the laws 
of the land. 

The present crisis at Justice requires 
strong action and effective reform. The 
American bar should play a leading role in 
developing those measures which will best 
achieve the desperately needed restoration 
of law and truth in the Department and 
respect for the Department in the hearts 
of the people. The Judiciary Committee of 
the U.S. House of Representatives and now 
the American Bar Association have begun 
investigations that offer forums for those 
concerned with its reform. Others may be 
needed. 

Among the measures which should be con
sidered in a new Declaration of Independence 
for the Department of Justice are the fol
lowing: 

1. The President and the White House 
Staff or others acting for the President should 
be prohibited from interfering in cases or 
matters in the Department of Justice. If 
there is to be equal justice, discussions 
about pending cases or matters between the 
President or his staff and officials of the 
Department, is improper. A recent illustra
tion is the White House conferences be
tween President Nixon, Attorney General 
Kleindienst and Assistant Attorney General 
Peterson in the Watergate Case. It is im
possible for the President to oversee all 
cases. The few he selects will inevitably cause 
discrimination. The President is often not a 
lawyer, but even when he is, he is not the 
Attorney General. President Nixon has said, 
on several occasions, that he will personally 
decide matters in the Department of Jus-

tice. This necessarily politicizes those mat
ters and makes the Presidency the focal 
point for powerful interests that wish to 
affect cases. The President has burdens 
enough. President Monroe understood this 
when he advised his cabinet at the end of 
his Presidency, that all should resign except 
the Attorney General who could remain be
cause his " ... duties are different. The 
President has less connection with them, and 
less responsibility for them." President John
son understood my belief that it was im
proper to discuss pending cases with him. 
If there is dissatisfaction with the perform
ance of the Attorney General the remedy 
is his removal not to supersede his adminis
tration of the law. Congress should consider 
enacting a law prohibiting the President and 
his staff from directing the handling of any 
case or matter in the Department of Jus
tice and officials in the Department from 
following such directions when they are con
trary to law as determined by the Attorney 
General. 

2. To prevent political direction or influ
ence in cases or matters before the Depart
ment of Justice, the existence of every com
munication written or oral referring to any 
case or matter in the Department from the 
White House, the Congress or anyone not 
directly involved in the case or matter 
should be made a public record. The con
cealment of such communications should be 
a crime. The Department of Justice should 
regularly record the fact of each such com
munication in a place open to the public. 
Law, policy and practice should recognize the 
desirability of open conduct of the Depart
ment so that the President, the Congress and 
the public may have the fullest knowledge of 
that conduct, of Justice consistent with the 
rights to privacy of persons under investiga
tion, the secrecy of grand jury proceedings 
and the necessities of criminal investigation 
and enforcement. 

3. The Senate, in acting on the con
firmation of appointees, should insist that 
the Judiciary Act of 1 789 be enforced and 
that not only the Attorney General, but all 
other Presidential appointees to the De
partment be "meet person(s) learned in the 
law." A person whose experience and interest 
is largely political is not meet to serve as 
lawyer for the people. It would be wise to 
prohibit by law the appointment of any per
son to such positions who has participated 
significantly in the Presidential campaign of 
the incumbent President. The law could also 
prohibit appointment of anyone who held a 
high political party position, or managed a 
campaign, or himself sought high political 
office within two years of his appointment. 

4. Presidential appointees and their per
sonal assistants in the Department of Jus
tice should be prohibited from giving, re
ceiving or soliciting political contributions, 
from managing or advising a political party 
or campaign while in office and for two 
years thereafter; from attending political 
meetings, public or private; from political 
speeches and endorsements. Robert F. Ken
nedy asked this of his assistants when he be
came Attorney General. It is a small price 
to pay for needed insulation from political 
influence and public confidence in the in
tegrity of government law. 

5. Presidential appointees and their per
sonal assistants should be prohibited from 
meeting with principals, attorneys or other 
representatives of interests with cases or 
matters in the Department of Justice with
out public notice of such meeting and the 
presence of staff attorneys chiefly responsible 
for handling the case or matter. A glaring 
violation of this principle which illustrates 
the need are the numerous off-the-record 
meetings by various Department officials 

-With representatives of ITT. 
6. The law should require that the Attor

ney General, or the Deputy Attorney _Gen-

eral and a minim.um number of Assistant 
Attorneys General, perhaps three, be of the 
opposite party from the Administration in 
power or politically independent. Herbert J. 
Mlller, Jr., who served as Assistant Attor
ney General of the Criminal Division from 
1961-1965, a brilliant and effective lawyer 
who participated in all criminal cases and 
most significant Department matters dur
ing those Democratic years, was a staunch 
Republican by philosophy. Erwin Griswold, 
Walter Yeagley and Sal Andretta all served 
in Administrations of the opposite party. 

7. Tradition should encourage and the law 
might require a minimum number, perhaps 
three, of the Presidential appointees be drawn 
from the federal career legal service or held 
over from prior Administrations. Sal An
dretta, a great Assistant Attorney General 
for Administration, served under five Presi
dents. Walter Yeagley, an outstanding ca
reer attorney, served as Assistant Attorney 
General of the Internal Security Division un
der Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, John
son Nixon. Erwin Griswold, distinguished 
Dean of the Harvard Law School, was ap
pointed Solicitor General by President John
son and retained for four years by President 
Nixon. 

8. The Congress should remove the United 
States Attorney from Senate confirmation. 
As has been true with all such offices lim
ited to a single state or part thereof, this 
has placed the effective appointing power in 
the Senator's from the state or local poli
ticians of the party in power and politicized 
this critically important law enforcement 
agency at the most dangerous level. Legisla
tion to accomplish this was proposed by the 
Department of Justice in 1968. These posi
tions should usually be staffed by federal 
career lawyers and should be insulated from 
political influence. 

9. Congress should enact new laws requir
ing full disclosure of any evidence that a 
prosecution is undertaken for political or 
other discriminatory purposes as has been 
alleged in the Berrigan case and the Ells
berg case among others, and make it a crime 
to prosecute for such purposes or to conceal 
such evidence. The law should also compel 
disclosure of any evidence relevant to the 
defense of a criminal case in accordance with 
the standards of Brady v. Maryland and 
make it a crime to conceal such evidence. 
This would help prevent such incredible acts 
as the breaking and entering into Daniel 
Ellsberg's psychiatrist's office, the offer of 
the FBI directorship to the presiding judge 
and the failure to advise the defense of the 
facts . 

10. Congress should vest in the Judicial 
Conference of each United States Court of 
Appeals power to appoint a special prose
cutor on application by any member of the 
public, or on its own motion, when it finds 
the interest of justice requires grand jury 
review of allegations that should be pre
sented by an independent prosecutor. Fail
ure to convene a grand jury following the 
Kent State killings and the handling of the 
grand jury in the Fred Hampton case illus
trate the need. 

11. The Directors of the FBI, the Bureau 
of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs and other 
investigative agencies should be subject to 
Senate confirmation and serve for terms of 
four years to begin at the end of the second 
year of each Presidential term. Total service 
as Director should be limited to eight years. 

12. The FBI and all other federal investi
gative and enforcement agencies should be 
required to publish a current list of all in
vestigative and enforcement techniques, the 
legal justification for each and the controls 
and limitations on their use. This would 
include such practices as wiretapping, elec
tronic surveillance, and other eavesdropping, 
use of informers, mall interception, mail 
drops, phone call checks, phone dial regis
ters, polygraphs, use of false Identification 
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or false pretense, agent infiltration, physical 
observation not related to specific criminal 
conduct, stop and frisk, and entering with
out knocking. Regular reporting on the times, 
places, persons and purposes for each utiliza
ticn should be required in a manner similar 
to the reporting required for wiretaps and 
bugs under Court order pursuant to Title 
III of the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 
H)68. 

13. The FBI and other federal investiga
tive agencies should be prohibited from ac
cumulating information or intelligence other 
than in connection with a specific criminal 
investigation except from public sources. In
formation gathered from public sources for 
purposes of general law enforcement knowl
edge should be made available to the public 
in the form accumulated. 

14. Dossiers on individuals or organizations 
should be prohibited and every individual 
should be entitled to all information about 
him in the possession of a federal agency 
that is not exclusively part of an ongoing 
criminal investigation, and in any event 
within two years after its receipt by the 
agency unless the release of the information 
might endanger life. 

15. The conduct of any criminal investi
gation or enforcement duty by any govern
ment personnel outside agencies authorized 
in law should be prohibited. 

16. It should be a crime for any agent to 
engage in any unauthorized investigation or 
enforcement act and aggrieved persons and 
the public should be empowered to compel 
full disclosure of the existence of such con
duct, to enjoin its continuation, and to re
cover damages. 

17. Every person should be entitled to all 
information about him, including any in
vestigative practice or procedures employed 
involving him, in the possession of any fed
eral agency that is not exclusively part of 
ongoing criminal investigations, and in any 
event within two years after its receipt by 
the agency, unless release might endanger 
life. 

18. A Federal Investigative and Enforce
ment Review Board should be established 
from broad based citizen groups with power 
to hear and act on complaints of abuse and 
to review and recommend on practices and 
procedures of all federal investigative and 
enforcement agencies to the Congress, the 
President, the Attorney General and the 
public. 

19. Responsibility for crime statistics 
should be removed from the FBI to the 
Bureau of the Census, and made as scien
tific as possible to assure their objectivity 
and prevent misrepresentations for political 
purposes. 

20. The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration should be directed by law to 
establish clear priorities in accordance with 
statute for federal grants and the priorities 
should be strictly adhered to. Personnel 
throughout the office, including the Director 
and Assistant Director should be under the 
same limitations on political activity as 
other Presidential appointees in the Depart
ment of Justice. The State block grant pro
visions necessarily place the federal funds 
in political channels and should be repealed. 
Political influence should be prohibited in 
the allocation of funds. The office should be 
required to publish and record all decisions 
and grants in detail and all communications 
concerning them. 

21. Guidelines for the release of Depart
mental information to the press that involve 
the privacy of individuals or organizations 
whether in relation to a trial or otherwise 
should be established in law to prevent 
abuse of such information and the coercion 
of, or injury to, individuals. Penalties for 
violation should be ei:>tablished. 

22. The provisions of the Freedom of In
formation Act should be reviewed to provide 
for the most open conduct of the Depart-

ment consistent with rights of individuals 
under investigation to privacy, secrecy of 
grand jury proceedings and the interests ot 
justice. 

If we will face our responsibility to act 
now, we can bring the Department of Jus
tice to its finest hour, restore the rule of law 
and create finally a Ministry of Justice. 

ADDRESS BY ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON, ATTOR
NEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

In addressing this great organization of 
lawyers, I speak as a lawyer who has returned 
to a profession he loves. Believing in the law 
as the organizing principle of an ordered 
society and the indispensable attribute of 
a humane one, I am sensitive to the law's 
imperfections and jealous of its reputation. 
Like you, I am eager to be called upon to 
play a part in assuring that all the members 
of our profession are held to its high ideals. 

As a lawyer charged with heading the na
tion al government's legal department, I feel 
a special responsibility-and a special con
cern-toward the law. Whatever stain.s
whatever calls into question-the integrity 
of the Department of Justice damages con
fidence not simply in the Department but 
in government itself. 

Confidence is not a structure built of 
stone that can withstand the buffeting 
winds of accusation and mistrust. It is the 
expression, rather, of trust itself. It is as 
fragile as it is precious, as hard to restore as 
it is easy to destroy. And yet it is obvious that 
trust ls necessary to the very possibility of 
free self-government. The good health of 
the body politic needs the tonic of skepti
cism, but it cannot long survive massive 
doses of cynical acid. 

Having taken office as Attorney General in 
the midst of the darkening cloud of sus
picion and distrust engendered by Water
gate, I recognize it as my first duty to do 
what I can to eliminate the cause of dis
trust. This is the charge the President placed 
upon me. This is the undertaking which I 
have devoted my principal efforts since be
coming Attorney General. This will con
tinue to be the objective of my stewardship 
of that office-and I hope this tour will turn 
out to be longer than my past assignments! 

I am reminded of the words of a great 
legal scholar and man who gave much to the 
law-Mr. Justice Cardozo. As he said at the 
end of his "Ministry of Justice" address: 

"The time is right for betterment. The law 
has its epics of ebb and flow. One of the 
flood seasons ls upon us. Men are insisting, as 
perhaps never before, that law shall be made 
true to its ideal of justice." 

For the Department of Justice, the first 
step toward betterment must be to look 
squarely and unblinkingly at the factors 
which have impaired confidence in us, how
ever unfair their generalized formulation 
may be to the overwhelming majority of De
partment employees. Ninety-nine and 
44/100 % pure is not now-if it ever was
good enough. 

There are, it seems to me, three factors 
which-in the climate of Watergate-have 
contributed to diminished confidence in the 
Department of Justice: 

( 1) the suspicion that political consider
ations or political influence can color the ad
ministration of justice; 

(2) the suspicion that who you are or 
what you stand for is reflected in the in
consistent or unfair application of legal 
standards; 

(3) the suspicion that the Department is 
not sufficiently honest in its communication 
with press and public. 

The first of these factors--the question of 
political influence affecting the administra
tion of justice-is not a. new one, but Water
gate has given it a new burst of, prominence. 

In recent history, under both parties, the 
Attorney General has been more than a po-

Utlcal appointee, he has frequently been
before and after he came to the Department 
of Justice-a political operative as well. Now, 
I have nothing against political operatives. 
I have been one myself. And there is still a 
place for politics as usual-but not in the 
Department of Justice. To the extent we are 
handicapped by the suspicion of political in
fluence, we cannot afford to have at the 
head of the Department--or in any of its key 
positions-a person who ls perceived to be 
an active political partisan. Past Attorneys 
General have, I know, been able to draw a 
line between their political and professional 
responsibilities. But a citizen of the Water
gate era who perceives an Attorney General 
wearing his political hat is scarcely to be 
blamed for doubting whether he ever really 
takes 1 t off. 

I have decided, therefore, that one direct 
contribution I can make to countering the 
suspicion of political influence in the De
partment of Justice is not only to foreswear 
politics for m yself but to ask my principal 
colleagues to do the same. It is my earnest 
hope that those who follow us will see fit to 
make the same promise. Other Departmental 
employees, including the U.S. Attorneys, 
have recently been reminded by the Supreme 
Court that the Hatch Act is still alive and 
well, and on their part no new self-denial is 
needed. 

I am, in addition, today announcing the 
issuance of a Departmental order formaliz
ing and making uniform a procedure for 
making records of contacts with Depart
mental personnel by outside parties. The 
order requires Departmental employees to 
make a memorandum of each oral communi
cation about a matter pending before the 
Department from a "non-involved party." 
The employee will keep one copy of the mem
orandum and place another in the case file. 
A "non-involved party" is someone with 
whom the employee in the routine handling 
of the matter would not normally have con
tact, including Members of Congress and 
their staffs, other government officials and 
private persons not directly concerned in the 
matter. Only news media representatives are 
excluded. 

This new reporting system should result 
in at least two useful byproducts. One is 
a contemporary record of contacts with the 
Department that can be called upon should 
the need arise to rebut some accusation of 
improper influence. Beyond that, its very 
existence will discourage approaches to the 
Department by those who are not confident 
of the purity of their motives. 

As one more step in the same direction we 
have put an end to the practice of giving 
a Senator, or Congressman, through ad
vance notice, the chance to announce a 
grant in his state or district. While this ifi 
a time-honored practice-and there may be 
nothing inherently wrong with lt--it does 
inevitably, if not intentionally, create the 
public impression that the Senator or Con
gressman had some sort of influence on the 
result when, in fact, he had nothing to do 
with it. 

The second of the factors affecting con
fidence in the Department of Justice-the 
suspicion that who you are or what you 
stand for is reflected in the inconsistent or 
unfair application of legal standards--is one 
which, like so many, lends itself more easily 
to rhetorical expressions of concern than to 
rigorous attention to concrete performance. 

It seems to me requisite that we fully 
appreciate what may seem like so much 
more facile rhetoric: that our democratic 
system fundamentally cannot tolerate-can
not withstand-one law for the rich and 
another for the poor, one law for the strong 
and another for the weak, one law for Wash
ington and another for the country. 

It is imperative-not only morally requisite 
but practically requisite-that our demo-
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era.tic rhetorical commitment to fairness 
across-the-board be matched by consistent 
performance. 

"To ensure the consistent and fair appli
cation of legal and moral standards by the 
Department of Justice, I am considering the 
establishment of an Inspector General's 
Office-with full authority and responsibility 
to assure that those who are charged with 
executive responsibility !or a precious public 
trust are consistently worthy of that trust. 
At my regular weekly staff meeting later 
today I will appoint a Committee on the 
Office of the Inspector General to analyze 
this concept and to report promptly to me 
on the merit of its application to the De
partment of Justice. 

"Bill Ruckelshaus, whom the President has 
nominated as Deput,y Attorney General, will 
serve as chairman of this Committee-whose 
membership will also include the Director 
of the FBI and representatives of affected 
components of the Department." 

To help ensure greater consistency in the 
application of legal standards across the 
country and across levels of government, I 
have established an Advisory Committee of 
U.S. Attorneys and taken steps to foster 
more frequent and more systematic contact 
with the National Association of Attorneys 
General. It is my hope that, working to
gether, we may find ways to develop and im
plement coherent and consistent approaches 
to matters of widespread public concern-in 
such areas as consumer protection, drug 
abuse prevention and protection of the 
environment. 

In so doing, we must of course recognize 
our obligation to preserve those variations 
in practice which are vital to the health of 
our pluralistic system. But we cannot allow 
ourselves to foster or to preserve practices 
which undermine respect for the capacity of 
the system to treat people-all the people
fairly under law. 

The third area in which we are attempting 
to counter suspicion and create confidence 
is in the candor and openness of our conduct 
of the administration of justice. 

We start from the .awareness that we are 
accountable to the people of the United 
States. The Department of Justice has no in
terests and no objectives separable from 
theirs. We have an affirmative responsibility 
toward enabling them to make wise and re
sponsible choices among clashing policies and 
competing interests. We have a correspond
ing responsibility to help assure that they are 
as fully informed as possible about what we 
are doing and why. This means that infor
mation in our hands should be withheld only 
where in a given case some clear public in
terest outweighs the public interest in free
dom of information. The burden of proof 
should always be on establishing the need for 
withholding information. 

Where the administration of justice is con
cerned, there are inevitably numerous situa
tions in which this burden has to be as
sumed. But most people are quite ready to 
recognize that the protection of a confiden
tial source, the safeguarding of an individual 
reputation or the conduct of an investigation 
creates a legitimate need for confidentiality. 
The harder task -is to make sure in each in
stance that the need is real and to insist 
upon the application of consistent standards. 

As the Government's chief legal agency, we 
have a special responsibility for the admin
istration of the Freedom of Information Act 
by the Government as a whole. It is vital that 
the justified expectations of our citizens for 
access to Executive information not be 
thwarted by administrative delays or incon
sistent responses from the various agencies. 
Accordingly, in my testimony before three 
Senate subcommittees on June 26, I an
nounced four new steps that the Justice De
partment would undertake immediately to 
insure that the Act fulfills its promise of 

opening up Government and bringing it 
closer to the people. As the first of these 
steps, I have advised all Executive .agencies 
that our litigating divisions will not defend 
Freedom of Information lawsuits unless the 
Freedom of Information Committee in our 
Office of Legal Counsel has been consulted 
prior to denial of a request. 

I am, further, initiating a comprehensive 
government-wide study of the Freedom of 
Information Act for the guidance of both the 
Executive Branch and the Congress in im
proving the administration of the Act and 
clarifying its provisions. 

The way in which the Department of Jus
tice carries out its functions in any situation 
where reporters or news media are involved is 
also important. Reporters have a primary re
sponsibility to the public, just as we do. This 
responsibility can lead them into controver
sial situations. But the prosecutorial power 
of the Department should never be used-not 
even by indirection or innuendo--in a way 
that could weaken the exercise of First 
Amendment rights. Responsive to this con
cern, the Department of Justice in 1970 is
sued guidelines restricting issuance of sub
poenas to the news media. These have worked 
so well that only 13 subpoenas have been 
issued and only 2 of those were contested. 
These guidelines have been viewed as a model 
for the nation. 

'With the same concerns in view, we are now 
considering a new Departmental directive 
which will require my specific approval before 
a newsman can be questioned, served with a 
subpoena, or made a defendant in any Fed
eral court proceeding. 

Such, then, are the measures for dispelling 
suspicion and restoring confidence presently 
in effect or under consideration. More can 
certainly be done, and we are continuing to 
look for additional such measures. Sugges
tions will be welcome. But there is another
and more affirmative-side of the confidence
building process, and that is in the improve
ment of performance. 

One obvious opportunity is in the man
agement of the Department. My predeces
sors, by and large, have had little interest in 
this area, perhaps because they have thought 
of the Department as first and foremost a 
law office and only incidentally as a govern
ment department like other government de
partments. Having come to Justice directly 
from four and a half years in other bureau
cratic institutions, I tend to emphasize its 
latter aspect. It is a fact, at any rate, that the 
Department includes nearly 50,000 people, of 
whom only 6Y2 % are lawyers. Its biggest com
ponents are the FBI, the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, the Bureau of Prisons, 
and the newly created Drug Enforcement 
Agency. These agencies, together with the 
Criminal Division, the Parole Board, and the 
Pardon Attorney, embrace all the elements 
of a criminal justice system except the courts. 
And yet, ironically, the Department has never 
had a comprehensive criminal justice plan
ning capacity, notwithstanding our consist
ent preachment to the states and their sub
divisions through LEAA that comprehensive 
planning is a prerequisite for the efficient 
allocation of criminal justice resources. 

One of my aims is thus to build at the 
Federal level the kind of comprehensive 
planning capacity we have been urging on 
the states. More broadly, we need to apply 
the same approach to the allocation of re
sources for all Departmental functions .. Our 
review of fiscal 1975 budget requests is just 
now getting under way, and each part of 
the Department, including the litigating di
visions, is being asked to explain not only 
what resources, in terms of money and man
power, it allocates to which existing tasks, 
but also to rate those tasks on a priority 
scale. New requests will be similarly rated, 
and Assistant Attorneys General and bureau 
heads will be required to make tough choices 

whether to scrap old programs or whittle 
them down in order to accommodate new 
priorities. 

To assist in this process I plan to create 
a new division in the Department to be 
headed by an Assistant Attorney General 
for Management and Budget. It is much too 
soon, however, to make any grandiose claims 
for the rigor and rationality of the likely 
results. To plan, to budget, to allocate is to 
choose, and in all too many areas of De
partmental responsibility, we lack the 
criteria for intelligent choice. Our statistical 
data base is inadequate. Our ability to de
termine what works and what doesn't work
our capacity, in other words, to evaluate
is rudimentary. And while it is inherently 
difficult to measure the comparative costs 
and benefits of alternative approaches to 
dealing with any human situation, to rec
ognize that the task is hard is no excuse 
for the failure to tackle it. 

Take, for example, today's announcement 
of the Uniform Crime Report for 1972, which 
showed a two per cent drop in crime na
tionwide-the first in 17 years. Violent crime 
increased two per cent last year, which is 
certainly nothing to brag about, but it does 
represent the smallest increase in 11 years. 

I wish I could tell you with certainty 
what caused that decrease. I certainly be
lieve the strenuous efforts of the Justice De
partment, the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration's massive grants to all parts 
of the criminal justice system, and coor
dinated planning in each of the states had a 
lot to do with it. But the truth is no one 
knows with certainty what the causes of the 
reduction are, and finding out is one of the 
things we need to work on. 

For us at Justice the opportunities that 
lie ahead are full of promise and excitement. 
We can help people to be less afraid by giv
ing them less reason to be fearful. We can 
cut the toll of drug abuse and prevent 
young people from seeking employment in 
crime because no other employment is op_en 
to them. We can speed the administration 
of justice and promote the consistency of 
sentencing. We can bring honesty and real
ism to the question of why our correctional 
systems so seldom correct. We can cut 
through restraints on the freedom to com
pete and protect the victim of consumer 
fraud. We can bring greater equity and ef
ficiency to the administration of our immi
gration laws. We can help bring about a 
cleaner environment. We can show by the 
promptness and courtesy, as well as the fair
ness and responsiveness, of our dealings with 
all our fellow citizens that we recognize their 
individual worth. 

In all of this we shall work closely with 
you, for we know you share the same ends 
and the same devotion to the law as a means 
to their achievement. By our actions, singly 
and in combination, we can take part in the 
building of a new confidence. 

CVN-70: EXPENSIVE, VULNERABLE 
AND UNNECESSARY 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, this Fri
day, the Senate will debate the merits of 
the CVN-70 nuclear aircraft proposal 
and decide its future. 

To build this one ship-and provide it 
with the planes and nuclear escorts it 
needs-will cost the American taxpayer 
about $3 billion. We simply cannot afford 
to spend that much money for another 
nuclear aircraft carrier, not when the 
need to cut Federal spending is so great, 
not when the effectiveness and usefulness 
of the CVN-70 itself are so open toques
tion. Because of that, I have introduced 
the amendment No. 519, which will be 
considered Friday, to delete the Navy's 
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request for $657 million to build the air
craft carrier. 

After considerable debate last year. the 
Senate authorized $299 million to pay for 
initial construction work on the carrier's 
powerplant. However, only $10 mllllon 
of that actually has been spent, and if 
the CVN-70 was a questionable proposi
tion at $299 million in 1972, it is even 
more questionable now at twice the price. 

Mr. President. the arguments against 
the CVN-70 project can be summarized 
succinctly: 

Right now, this country has 14 attack 
aircraft carriers. Even without CVN-70, 
there still will be 12 in 1981, three of them 
nuclear powered. 

Other ships-like the "Sea Control" 
ship already proposed by the Nayy-can 
do many of the carrier's jobs better and 
at far less cost. 

For all of its vulnerability to enemy at
tack, for the small amount of military ef
fectiveness it provides, the CVN-70 
simply is not worth the investment: $1 
billion for the ship, $1 billion for the 
planes, and $1 billion for escort vessels. 
Total price: $3 billion-$10 billion alto
gether over the next 30 years. 

In many ways, the vote on Friday will 
be the Senate's last opportunity-the last 
opportunity to stop the carrier project, 
the last opportunity to responsibly reduce 
Federal spending in the military procure
ment bill. I hope the Senate will take that 
opportunity. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD a unique and valuable study 
of CVN-70, prepared by the Center for 
Defense Information under the direction 
of Rear Adm. Gene R. LaRocque-U.S. 
Nayy, retired-Admiral LaRocque has 
commanded a U.S. aircraft carrier in the 
Mediterranean, and he brings his exper
ience and knowledge to this study. 

There being no objection, the study 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE SINKABLE AIRFIELD 

Would you spend several billion dollars 
for a ship that may be put out of action by 
a motor boat? 

That of course is putting the question 
crudely. But it is essentially the issue raised 
by the Navy's request for a fourth, nuclear
powered aircraft carrier. 

If the ship is built, it will be the most 
expensive in the world. It would also be un
necessary. 

The Navy thinks it needs this ship. Many 
naval experts however don't agree. This Moni
tor sets forth the pros and cons. 

The Center for Defense Information con
cludes that: 

Construction of a fourth, nuclear-powered 
carrier can be safely deferred, without any 
risk whatever to national security. 

11 carriers are quite adequate in the 1980's, 
instead of the 12 carriers the Navy wants. 

An 11-carrier force, with 1,000 modern air
craft, would be very powerful. To it, a. fourth 
nuclear-powered carrier would add only a 
l/12th increment. And that incremental ad
dition ls not worth the billions of dollars 
it would cost. 

PRos AND CoNs OF ATTACK CARRIER CVN-70 
The Navy ls asking Congress for $657 m.11-

lion this year as part of the cost of con
structing a fourth, nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier, the CVN-70. The Navy estimates the 
carrier would cost $972 million to build, but 
this figure is only the tip of an iceberg. It 

excludes the costs of building the aircraft 
and the escort ships without which the car
rier cannot operate. And the costs are ·rising 
steeply. 

The Navy's :first nuclear-powered carrier, 
the Enterprise, was commissioned in 1961, 
and it cost $451 million. Two others, the 
Nimitz and the Dwight D. Eisenhower, are 
now under construction. The Navy estimate 
is that these two together will cost $1.3 bil
lion to build. The Nimitz (CVAN-68) is 
scheduled to undergo sea trials in August, 
and the Navy says the vessel's delivery date 
is to be March 1974. The Eisenhower (CVAN-
69) is scheduled for delivery in September 
1975. 

The CVN-70, if it is built, would join the 
fleet in 1981. There are at present 14 attack 
aircraft carriers in service, but older car
riers are to be retired, which means that in 
1981 there will be 12 carriers including CVN-
70, or 11 carriers without CVN-70. (The 
Navy estimates the life-span of a carrier at 
about 30 years.) In 1981 the oldest carrier 
would be the Forrest.al, which was commis
sioned in 1955. 

A force of 11 modern aircraft carriers. 
three of them nuclear-powered, carrying 
1,000 modern war planes, would be formid
able. It would be big enough, without the 
CVN-70, to maintain an adequate level of six 
aircraft carriers stationed in the Atlantic 
and Mediterranean, and five carriers in the 
Pacific three of which would be nuclear
powered. The Sixth Fleet would still have 
two carriers full time in the Mediterranean, 
the same as now. 

The question arises whether it is really 
worth spending a minimum of $1 billion to 
build a fourth, nuclear-powered aircraft car
rier, when aircraft carriers have no role in 
the direct defense of the United States in 
the nuclear age, and also are unlikely to have 
a mission in a nuclear war with the Soviet 
Union. 

For a long time, the Nixon Administration 
was dubious about the practicality of build
ing yet another highly expensive, and prob
ably highly vulnerable, nuclear-powered air
craft carrier. When the CVN-70 was being 
considered by Congress in 1970, the Admin
istration said it might not build the carrier. 
The following year, the then Deputy Secre
tary of Defense, David Packard, declared that 
the Administration would not spend funds 
for the CVN-70 even if Congress appropriated 
them. Later, however, Defense Secretary Mel
vin Laird intimated that the money would 
be spent if it was appropriated. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Packard explained that 
he had included the CVN-70 in the 1973 
budget only as a marginal item, "because it 
looked as though we were going to be allowed 
a little higher total" for spending on de
fense. He also gave his reasons for regarding 
the ship as just a marginal item. "The car
rier," he said, "has a useful function in 
certain types of show of force, or application 
of force, around the world. It is not very 
important in our nuclear deterrent posture. 
It is not very important in our sea control." 
This is a billion-dollar ship he is talking 
about. Senator Goldwater has conceded that 
"there was a lot of (Navy) pressure to build 
CVN-70. I did not intend to vote for it." 

The Navy is undergoing major moderniza
tion and federal budget authoriza.tions for 
naval construction are 50 % higher than the 
average for fiscal years 1962 to 1969. The 
Navy's plans call for spending $50 billion over 
the next 10 years, solely for ship construc
tion and conversion. This excludes operation. 
maintenance and other costs, all of which 
can be very severe. 

Much of the Navy's budget revolves around 
carriers, their aircraft, and the other forces 
that supply and defend them. The Navy 
plans, for example, to have four nuclear
powered guided-missile frigates for each 
nuclear-powered carrier. 

Carrier-related programs in this yea.r's 

budget, in addition to the CVN-70 itself, are 
F-14 aircraft, Phoenix missiles to be fired by 
those aircraft, S-3A carrier-based anti
submarine aircraft, escort ships, and sub
marines. Funds for these systems total $2.5 
billion in this year's budget. 

A decision on construction of CVN-70 has 
to include consideration of the costs of major 
weapon systems used for the defense of the 
new carrier or otherwise related to it. The 
carrier itself will cost $972 million to build, 
according to the Navy. But the carrier, its 
aircraft and its ship and air crews will cost 
about $10.4 billion, over the possible life
span of the ship. The Navy's estimated cost; 
of building just the carrier itself has already 
risen by $300 million, between 1970 and 197~ 
and the ship will take another seven yea.rs 
to construct. 

There is considerable doubt concerning the 
degree of usefulness of an aircraft carrier 
and its accompanying aircraft, ships and 
submarines in the modern age. For example, 
this June 7 the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee was told by Dr. Richard Garwin, a 
leading scientist who is an IBM Fellow at 
the Thomas J. Watson Research Center, and 
until last year was a member of the Presi
dent's Science Advisory Committee: "While 
I believe that an aircraft carrier if it is to 
be built should have nuclear propulsion, my 
best advice is to recognize the lack of sur
vivability of carriers, in war with the Soviet 
Union, and to cancel the carrier building pro
gram, the F-14 aircraft and most of the S-3 
aircraft procurement." 

The tasks that the aircraft carrier can 
successfully perform may be quite few. 
There may not be many wartime situations 
it can hope to survive. Many of its weapons 
are for its own defense, not for attack. The 
carrier's vulnerability may make it more a 
liability than an asset. 

But there can be little question about the 
enormous costs attached to carriers and 
their operations. 

Based on the 1973 budget, the one-year 
cost of operating and maintaining 14 at
tack carriers, as well as construction and 
conversion, amounts to $7 .6 billion. 

The five-year cost of a 14-carrier force, 
declining to 13 carriers by 1978, comes to 
$35.4 billion. 

The CVN-70 is designed to be 1,092 feet 
in length, which ls as long as three football 
fields, and to weigh 94,400 tons. There would 
be 2,829 men in the ship's crew, and the air 
wing personnel would number 2,506. 

"These numbers," Rear Admiral I. W. Lin
der, Coordinator of the nuclear-powered air
craft carrier program, told the House of Re
presentatives Committee on Armed Services 
this year, "vary a bit according to expected 
operations and types of aircraft carried." This 
exchange then occurred: 

Mr. Mollohan: You have accommodations 
on board for approximately 6,000? 

Admiral Linder: For about 6,300. 
Mr. Mollohan: That is more people than 

in my home county. 
Costs of CVN-70 over 30 years-$10 billion 1 

Carrier procurement________ $972, 000, 000 
Aircraft procurement 2 ______ 4, 103,200,000 
F.scort ships procurements__ 1, 088, 400, 000 
Task force operation and 

maintenance (30 years)'-- 4, 218, 000, 000 

30-year total cost _____ 10, 381, 600, 000 

1 In constant FY 1973 dollars. 
s Four full buys of F-14's, A-7E's and 

A-6E's; and 3 buys of an other aircraft. · 
a Cost of 4 nuclear-powered escorts. 
'$140.6 million per year. 

30 :MILLION MAN-HOUR 

The carrier would be able to accommo
date between 90 and 100 aircraft. The builder 
of the ship would be the Newport News 
Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Co. of Virginia, 
which ls currently building the two other 
nuclear-powered carriers, the Nimitz and the 
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Eisenhower. The CVN-70 would require 30 
million man-hours of labor to construct. 
It would have a speed of 31 Y2 knots. 

An aircraft carrier is basically an armored 
box, extensively compartmented into water
tight and shock-resistant areas, and fitted 
with damage control equipment. The ship has 
four independent engines and four propel
lers. A carrier task force consists of a "mo
bile airfield", which is the carrier itself, 
accompanied by cruisers, frigates, destroyers, 
submarines and by clouds of aircraft: patrol 
planes, fighter planes, anti-submarine 
planes, long-range radar aircraft to detect 
enemy · planes and ships, and airborne fuel 
tankers to extend the range of the fighters 
as well as the amount of time they can spend 
aloft. 

The Navy says that the ships are dispersed 
over hundreds of miles of ocean, that they 
are highly mobile and elusive, and that they 
can strike, and they can also withdraw in 
face of superior force, then probe again from 
another direction. Admiral Linder claims 
that an enemy "perhaps is able to determine 
the location of the force at some particular 
time, but he will not know its position an 
hour later and he cannot plot its future 
course of movement." The enemy's missiles, 
the Navy explains, must be programmed be
fore being launched, so as to strike a pre
determined spot, but the aircraft carrier 
will not necessarily be there when the missile 

. falls. It could by then be 11 miles away. 
Enemy planes and surface ships can be de

tected by the task force's radar planes while 
they are still far from the carrier, says . the 
Navy, and the carrier's fighters can get to 
them when they are still 200 miles off. The 
new F-14 :fighters could fire radar-guided 
missiles, and the Phoenix missile, officially 
credited with a 60-mile range, in tests has 
sometimes hit targets that were 120 miles 
distant. 

Admiral Linder says that new S-3 aircraft, 
wit h which the CVN-70 would be equipped 
should be able to "provide the speed and the 
improved detection equipment" required to 
extend the size of the area in which enemy 
submarines searched for; and that "these 
anti-submarine defenses give the task force 
commander a good chance to detect an 
enemy submarine before it can locate with 
any degree of precision the major ships of 
the task force." He says the S-3's would be 
able to search and attack up to two hours 
when they were 800 miles from the carrier, 
and for up to four hours when 500 miles 
from the carrier. But these anti-submarine 
aircraft cost $15 million per plane. 

Enemy submarines attempting to penetrate 
the carrier task force's defenses face a whole 
.series of obstacles, says Admiral Linder. 
"The wide-ranging anti-submarine aircraft, 
with their highly sophisticated underwater
listening devices, are the first problem en
countered. These are backed up by the de
stroyers and frigates, with their large son
ars." Admiral Linder says if the task force 
also includes a nuclear attack submarine, 
"the enemy commander may well find him
self surprised by a silent and effective adver
sary operating in his own environment." 
Finally, he says, the carrier itself is to be 
equipped to fire missiles to destroy attack
ing aircraft and incoming missiles, and to 
jam and confuse the enemy missiles, by 
electronic means. 

CHALLENGED 

In spite of those claims, the aircraft car
rier's alleged elusiveness and toughness have 
been challenged. For instance, the Navy says 
t h e carrier could be miles away before an 
enemy missile struck the spot where it had 
been, because the missile must be pro
grammed before being launched, so as to 
st rike a predetermined spot. But there is a 
t ype of so-called "active homing" missile, 
that need not be preprogrammed: it follows 
It s prey. Then, the sonobuoys dropped in the 
ocean to detect submarines, as well as the 

other devices for detecting submarines, a.re 
anything but infallible. 

Admiral Linder correctly points out that 
"since World War II, our carriers have not 
been called upon to defend themselves 
against an air enemy. Their operations have 
been relatively static: off-shore air platforms, 
so to speak." 

And the U.S. Chief of Naval Operations, 
Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., has often 
stressed that the Soviet Union has 2Y2 times 
as many submarines as the United States, 
and that the Soviets have equipped their sur
face ships, submarines and aircraft with 
1,400 cruise missiles: about 800 on surface 
ships, 400 on submarines and 200 on planes. 
A cruise missile is really a small unmanned 
plane that is electronically controlled. 

Some U.S. naval commanders _believe it is 
almost impossible to prevent an aircraft car
rier being hit by several cruise missiles, if 
a number are fired at it. In the second World 
War, the Japanese directed suicide planes 
against U .S. aircraft carriers. These planes 
threw themselves against the carriers. Two 
out of five carriers that took even one hit 
from a "kamikaze" Japanese-piloted aircraft 
had to pull out of action and retire to port, 
and all the carriers that took more than one 
hit were compelled similarly to retire. An 
electronically-controlled cruise missile would 

· be at least as effective against a carrier as a 
· World War II manned plane. A cruise missile 
has a very small radar cross-section and is 

. consequently difficult to detect. Any war that 
is likely to be fought that involves attacks 
on aircraft carriers will probably be so short 
that putting carriers out of action for two or 

· three months would serve the enemy's pur
. poses just as well as if they managed to ac
tually sink the carrier. 
Fiscal year 1973 costs of all 14 Attack Car-

riers-$8 Billion 
Military personnel pay ____ _ _ 
Military construction _______ _ 
Operation and maintenance 
Research and development __ 
Ordnance and missiles ____ _ _ 
Shipbuilding and conversion 
Aircraft procurement ______ _ 

$989, 000,000 
174,000,000 

1,260,000, 000 
599,000,000 
947, 000,000 
830, 000,000 

2,856,000,000 

Total cost ____________ 7,655,000,00~ 

COULD BE TORPEDOED 

Admiral "Red" Ramage, the U.S. World 
War II submarine commander who sank five 
Japanese ships in less than one hour, thinks 
he could torpedo a modern carrier from a 
modern submarine, especially if the carrier 
was operating "in a locale where they are 
launching planes-they aren't going to be 
wandering too far from there. It's just a. 
question of blocking and catching them at 
the right time." Commander Roy Beavers 
likewise thinks the odds are all on the side 
of the submarine against the aircraft carrier. 
Senator Barry Goldwater is on record as de
claring: "I would say we would be very lucky 
if we could keep 25 % of the enemy from 
reaching the target.'' 

The Navy says that first the enemy has to 
locate the carrier task force. The task force's 
mobility ensures that a hostile nation will 
be compelled "to devote a considerable effort 
to attempting to find and to identify the 
carrier, among the hundreds and even thou
sands of ships using the sea" ; and that even 
if a carrier is hit by a cruise missile, it should 
be able to resume operations "within hours.'' 
But the operations of a carrier that had been 
hit by one or more cruise missiles would 
probably be limited. An aircraft carrier that 
has internal machinery malfunction and 
cannot steam at 30 knots cannot operate 
combat-ready aircraft if the wind velocity is 
low. 

EXPENSIVE TO DEFEND 

In short, the aircraft carrier requires an 
expensive collect ion of defensive weapons in 
order to help it survive, but its survival is 
not ensured. Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, for 
instance, merely says he is convinced "that 

the attrition of carriers can be kept within 
acceptable bounds.'' Admiral Moorer is the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Some believe that in the circumstances the 
30 million man-hours that would be needed 
to construct the CVN-70 could be more effec
_tively used for producing other, -more relevant 
additions to naval weaponry. Dominance of 
the aircraft carrier in the thinking of the 
Navy, it is argued, is what has led to a prolif
eration of expensive defensive weapons all 
designed to protect the carrier. Another tack 
would be to build more nuclear-powered at
tack submarines and to equip more surface 
ships with improved surface-to-surface weap
ons, especially low-flying cruise missiles. 
Greater numbers of smaller, low-cost ships 
might be built instead of a CVN-70, if it is 
felt that the incremental military benefit 
from one more carrier is not worth the 
-CVN-70's immense cost. 

A critic of CVN-70 is Captain John E . 
Moore, who has just retired from the post of 
deputy director of British Naval Intelligence, 
and who is the editor -of the authoritative 
yearbook, "Jane's Fighting Ships 1973-74," 
which was published at the end of July this 
year. Captain Moore says that the CVN-70's 
minimum price tag of $1 billion might "be 
_better spent on smaller, less complicated, and 
cheaper ships." He suggests that the present 
trend to building bigger and costlier war
ships, with CVN-70 a glaring example, may 
be a t rend that is shortchanging taxpayers, 
both in money and protection. Some of the 
money for CVN-70 ought he thinks to be 
channeled into developing Hovercraft, and 
underwater fleets, "fields in which the U.S. 
Navy is today a leader.'' Keeping down size 
and costs makes it possible to produce ships 
which can deploy over large areas for anti
submarine operations. 

What, in fact, are likely to be the current 
and future uses of carriers? 

The Navy maintains that "the carrier can 
be effectively employed across the full spec
trum of warfare," up to and !nc~uding nu
clear war. After World- War II; carriers were 
armed with nuclear weapons and Admiral 
Linder has told the House Committee on 
Armed Services that carriers still have those 
_weapons on board (Hearings, FY 1974, Mili
tary Procurement, p . 3725). Admiral Zumwalt 
also told the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee this year that "the attack carriers play a 
prominent role in a wide variety of nuclear 
plans" (Hearings, FY 1974, Military Procure
ment, p. 732). However, the range and power 
of land-based ballistic missiles, land-based 
bombers and submarine-launched ballist ic 
missiles far exceed what the carrier can offer 
for st rat egic nuclear war purposes. 

Neither for strategic nor for conventional 
war has the aircraft carrier been a primary 
weapon in the 30 years since carriers dis
placed battleships in World War II. As Ad
miral Linder has correctly pointed out, since 
World War II our carriers have not been 
called upon to defend themselves against an 
air enemy and have been stat ic, off-shore air 
platforms. 

CONTROL OF THE SEA 

The Navy nevertheless insists t hat, as Ad
miral Zumwalt has formulated the argument , 
aircraft carriers st ill have "unique" impor
tance for the U.S. for maintaining control 
of the seas, for ensuring continuity of oil 
imports and other essentials into the United 
Stat es, and for maintaining lines of commu
nication at sea with our military forces in 
Europe and our NATO allies there. At the 
same time, however, the Navy is prepared to 
concede not only the "irrationality" of nu
clear war between the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union but also the "improbability" of a 
NATO war (House Commitee on Armed Serv
ices Hearings, FY 1974, Military Procure
ment, p. 3729). 

The Navy says that, for control of the sea, 
"credible naval power" is required and that 
only the aircraft carrier can provide the es-
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~ sentlal concentration of air power that ls 

needed. The Navy says further that the U.S. 
"cannot conduct overseas military opera
tions without naval support," and argues 
that, without "adequate naval forces," the 
U.S. might find itself in the same plight as 
the Soviet Union allegedly did in the Cuban 
missile crisis of 1962 when, the Navy says, 
the Soviet Union had to back down precisely 
because its naval forces were inferior to 
those of the U.S. 

These arguments are persuasive for sup
porting "credible naval power." But they are 
not so persuasive in support of a fourth, 
billion-dollar nuclear-powered aircraft car
rier. For the purposes that the Navy de
scribes, the existing carrier task forces are 
adequate, and an 11-carrier force in the 
1980's would also be adequate. These is no 
clear case here for adding a 12th carrier in 
1980, in the form of a fourth, nuclear-pow
ered carrier. 

The Navy says that "in the low-threat 
areas, where the Soviet air threat and sur
face threat is not as high as it is, say, next 
to Europe", the proposed U.S. counters to 
Soviet threats to U.S. ships are the patrol 
frigate, and the sea control ship. Both of 
these are much less costly than an aircraft 
carrier. The patrol frigate is designed to pro
vide anti-submarine protection and the sea 
control ship is designed to operate helicopters 
and V /STOL type aircraft, that is, planes that 
can rise vertically and can take off and land 
in a small space. Admiral Price told the 
House Armed Services Committee the patrol 
frigate "is a ship we can afford". And he 
significantly conceded: "It is very expensive 
to try to build one ship with everything on 
it, and then it can only be in one spot at a 
time." That is not a bad description of an 
aircraft carrier, as opposed to several patrol 
frigates or sea control ships. According to 
Admiral Price, the sea control ship "can ade
quately carry out worldwide sea control tasks 
1n an effective manner (but) it could not 
carry the ... F-14's, the aircraft the carrier 
has to have." (House Armed Services Com
mittee Hearings, FY 1974, Military Procure
ment, p. 3908) 

The F-14 aircraft that are to go on the 
proposed new nuclear-powered aircraft car
rier would be chiefly of use against Soviet 
cruise missiles. But a war at sea that in
volves the Soviet Union but does not involve 
use of nuclear weapons seems highly unlikely, 
and it is still less likely that any such war 
would be a long one. 

Estimated 5-year costs of attack carriers, 
fiscal year 1974-78-$35 billion 

Ship procurement__________ $673, 000, 000 
Ship operation_____________ 2, 721, 500, 000 
Airprocurement ____________ 15,500,000,000 
Air operation_______________ 4, 214, 500, 000 
Escort procureinent _________ 1,068,000,000 
Escort operation____________ 2, 950, 500, 000 
Missile and ordnance pro-

curement ----------------
Supply-ship procurement __ _ 
Supply-ship operation _____ _ 
Land support ______________ _ 
Research and development __ 
Military construction ______ _ 

3,542,000,000 
80,000,000 

427,000,000 
320,000,000 

2,995,000,000 
870,000,000 

Total cost ________________ 35, 361, 500, 000 

SOVIETS NOT EQUIPPED 

A critical attack by the Soviets against 
U.S. oil and other shipments from overseas 
seems implausible outside of a scenario em
bracing a protracted war of attrition at sea. 
The Acting Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Research and Development told Congress 
that the Soviets are not equipped for a long 
naval war of attrition. That is the opinion 
of most military experts. If the Soviets at
tacked this country's oil shipments, they 
would be opening themselves to the dire 
prospect of nuclear attack by the U.S., Just 
as we would be opening ourselves to Soviet 
nuclear attack, if we were to commit such 

an act of aggression. These alarming escala
tory possibilities ought to give great pause 
to any power contemplating such attacks and 
serve to deter them. 

Admiral Zumwalt calls the aircraft carrier 
"the principal tactical weapon ::;ystem 
through which the Navy carries out its pri
mary non-strategic mission." However, in the 
event of a conventional war breaking out in 
Europe, U.S. aircraft carriers operating off the 
European coasts would be vulnerable to con
centrated and sophisticated attack by Soviet 
land-based aircraft, submarines and surface 
ships firing anti-ship missiles. The carriers' 
function presumably would be to add the 
power of their attack aircraft to that of the 
land-based tactical aircraft engaged in the 
fighting. But the carriers' attack planes 
would to a large degree be only adding to the 
efforts of the 2,000 land-based aircraft on the 
NATO side. And the sea-based planes 1u1ght 
well find they had to devote most of their 
energies not to attacking th~ enemy but to 
protecting the carriers from concentrated 
enemy onslaughts. 

Admiral Zumwalt's answer to this is -o say 
that "the carrier is the strongest naval ship 
that can be constructed; it is meant to go in 
harm's way and to carry out its mission in 
the face of intense enemy opposition." And 
Admiral Moorer argues that "to say the car
rier task force cannot survive is to imply 
that no forces on the oceans can survive." 
But to employ carriers for launching sea.
based tactical aircraft into the fray in a con
ventional war in Europe might be a wrong 
use of them when land-based tactical air
craft can do the job better. 

This is another indication that the mis
sions which carriers can reasonably be ex
pected to perform in modern wartime con
ditions are modest enough to be undertaken 
successfully by an 11-carrier force, so that it 
is not really necessary at this time to spend 
a billion dollars on a fourth, nuclear-powered 
aircraft carrier. 

VIETNAM WAR 

Since the second World War, carriers have 
been used in the Korean war and the Viet
nam war. They were used in the Korean war 
because no air bases were available on land, 
these having peen overrun by the North 
Korean forces. In those circumstances, and 
facing insignificant enemy opposition at sea, 
the carriers' attack aircraft were able to 
provide the conventional air power for bomb
ing land targets that normally would have 
been provided by land-based tactical aircraft. 
In the Vietnam war, carriers were used as a 
supplement to land-based bombers. The sea
based tactical aircraft dropped a third of 
all the bombs that were used on both North 
and South Vietnam. However, there is no 
evidence that this bombing managed to 
significantly reduce the flow of munitions 
either into North Vietnam, from China and 
Russia, or from North into South Vietnam. 

Elsewhere since World War II, U.S. air
craft carriers were present when the Marines 
landed at Lebanon and when Americans were 
evacuated from Jordan; in the Taiwan 
Straits, to screen Formosa from mainland 
China; and most recently in the Indian 
Ocean in 1971, as a show of U.S. naval 
strength when India was militarily assisting 
the people of Bangladesh against Pakistan. 
At the time, official U.S. government sym
pathy was tilted away from India and towards 
Pakistan (which lost the war). 

Two U.S. aircraft carriers are stationed in 
the Mediterranean, but have taken part in 
no fighting there. This may have been just as 
well. The Mediterranean Sea is a very hostile 
environment for an aircraft carrier. There, 
a carrier is vulnerable to attack by land
based enemy aircraft, by enemy submarines, 
and by enemy surface ships including small 
boats that have high speed and that carry 
missiles. The Egyptians have 12 submarines 
and 20 missile-carrying patrol boats. The 
Soviet Union has 140 such boats. In the 

event of war, U.S. carriers in the Mediter
ranean would be subject to attacks by these 
as well as by enemy submarines and air
craft. In such a geographically circumscribed 
area, the carriers would not be able to be 
elusive and might be vulnerable even to 
missiles fired by motor boats, which sank the 
Israeli destroyer, the Ella.th, in 1967. 

Admiral Moorer has explained the virtues 
of nuclear propulsion for carriers. "With nu
clear propulsion, there is no need to refuel. 
A nuclear-powered fleet is freed from the 
constraints of tankers and base support, and 
therefore has increased reliability, speed, 
range, less fuel-carrying requirements and 
more payload." But even a nuclear-powered 
carrier would still need to be resupplied with 
aircraft fuel, aircraft ammunition and other 
items, and for this purpose would have to 
rendezvous with replenishment ships. 

U.S. CARRIERS IN 1973 

Attack carriers ____________ _ 
Antisubmarine carriers _____ _ 
Helicopter carriers _________ _ 

Total 

14 
2 
7 

In 
Atlantic 

FUTURE IN DOUBT 

In 
Pacific 

8 
1 
3 

Admiral Moorer's argument does not prove 
that it is necessary to acquire a fourth nu
clear-powered carrier now, or to have more 
than 11 aircraft carriers in the 1980's. As 
Dr. Garwin implied to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, the long-term future of 
the aircraft carrier is in doubt. It would 
therefore seem prudent to make the most 
of existing carriers, rather than displace 
them as rapidly as possible with extremely 
expensive nuclear-powered carriers. Deferral 
of construction of further nuclear-powered 
carriers will buy time in which to resolve the 
fate of the aircraft carrier, one way or 
another. 

This is not the Navy view. Admiral Zum
walt insists that the aircraft carrier has a 
"unique capability", and without it, "no 
other naval surface operations could safely 
be conducted." But the carrier has become 
effectively outdated as a strategic force, and, 
because of its vulnerability to cruise-missiles 
and other modern weapons, has only limited 
usefulness in any large-scale conventional 
war, especially with the Soviet Union. 

Carriers may be useful in very remote parts 
of the South Atlantic, South Pacific and In
dian Ocean, where from time to time there 
may be no base facilities available to the 
United States for land-based tactical air
craft. Carriers are also used for "showing the 
flag". The carrier can appear :n international 
waters to signify an American presence, with
out actually involving the U.S. in a situation 
unless and until a decision is made to ac
tively intervene. 

This was presumably the role of carriers in 
the Taiwan Straits in the 1950's. Their mere 
presence may have helped to discourage the 
mainland Chinese from launching an inva
sion of Formosa. 

POLICING THE WORLD 

Dating back to about 1947, the United 
States has signed a number of treaties, some 
bilateral, others in connection with regional 
defense organizations like the South East 
Asian Treaty Organization. Excluding NATO, 
there are defense treaties with 21 countries 
in Latin America, and with at least seven 
countries in Asia, including the Philippines, 
Japan, Australia, New Zea.land and Thailand. 
Admiral Zumwalt said last year: "As the 
number of our land-based forces deployed 
overseas declines, we will need to keep some 
evidence of U.S. power in sight. This Will at 
the same time sustain our allies' confidence 
in us, and demonstrate by our presence both 
our capability and our determination to pro-
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tect our commerce and our sources of stra
tegic materials from any interruption." And 
he said this year: "There are areas of the 
world where the U.S. has no formal security 
commitments, but continues to have an 
interest in helping to maintain stability and 
reduce the danger of conflict." 

In pursuit of those world-wide policing 
objectives, U.S. aircraft carriers annually 
"show the flag" in foreign ports around the 
world, in the Caribbean, the Atlantic, the 
Mediterranean and the Pacific, from Puerto 
Rico and Rio de Janeiro, to Greenock and 
Corfu, and Subic Bay and Yokosuka. B~t the 
Navy has not argued that it is essential to 
have a fourth, billion-dollar carrier in order 
to "show the flag". Far-flung foreign ports 
could continue to be visited in the 1980's 
With an 11-carrler force that included three 
nuclear-powered carriers. 

If more carriers are needed in time of war, 
their numbers can be increased quite rapidly. 
The U.S. entered the second World War with 
only seven attack carriers, but there were 98 
carriers on active service in the war's closing 
months. Again, there were only seven attack 
carriers on active duty when the Korean War 
broke out, but there were 16 by the time the 
war ended. There is however no certainty 
that carriers would be in great demand in the 
event of another war. In peacetime, the num
ber of carriers maintained in active service 
has tended to diminish. That is what is hap
pening now. The U.S. had 25 carriers in active 
service in 1962. It has 16 at present, 14 of 
them attack carriers. At the start of the 
1980's, there will be 12 attack carriers, if a 
fourth, nuclear-powered carrier is built in 
time to be commissioned in 1980, and 11 
attack carriers if it is not. 

To repeat: At $1 billion, the CVN-70 will 
be the most expensive ship ever built, and 
this excludes all consideration of the far 
greater cost of the nuclear-powered carrier's 
aircraft and escort ships. 

The CVN-70's mission is described as "to 
support and operate aircraft to engage in 
attacks on targets afloat and ashore which 
threaten our use of the sea." But this task 
can usually be done better by land-based 
tactical air power, whose capability the car
riers duplicate or overlap and thus add a large 
unnecessary amount to the cost of U.S. con
ventional forces, which account for 75% of 
the budget. 

And the missions carriers seem best fitted 
for can be carried out by the carrier task 
forces already in existence or, in 1981, with
out the CVN-70. 

U.S. AND SOVIET CARRIER STRENGTHS IN 1973 

United States U.S.S.R. 

Attack carriers'-------------- ! 14 (2) 0 
Antisubmarine carriers________ 2 ~ (2) 
Helicopter carriers____________ 7 (2) 

~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a I carriers___________ 23 (7) 2 (2) 

1 These carriers attack land targets, surface sh(ps an~ aircr~ft. 
2 Figure in parentheses means number of ships being bu1ll 

SUMMING UP 

The arguments against adding the CVN-70 
to the fleet were perhaps most succinctly 
presented by Senator Stevenson when he 
told the Senate: "The Navy h'ls better ways 
of spending this billion dollars than on the 
CVN-70. Its antisubmarine role could be 
performed less expensively by existing land
based planes and new, less expensive multi
purpose vessels, including sea-based planes 
and helicopters. Its sea control mission could 
be performed less expensively by destroyers, 
patrol frigates, and other surface vessels--if 
sea control against the most modern nuclear 
submarines is possible by any means. Its 
shore support mission might be performed 
by surface-to-surface missiles launched from 
existing carriers, or additional less expensive 
c:.rriers. Why must we place so many of our 
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eggs ln this one, most fragile and expensive 
basket?" This is a simple statement, put in 
simple language, but it is not simplistic. It 
seems a sensible point of view. 

HEARINGS ON "AMERICAN FAMI
LIES: TRENDS AND PRESSURES" 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this 

week the Subcommittee on Children and 
Youth, which I chair, has been holdinng 
overview hearings on "American Fam
ilies: Trends and Pressures." 

During these hearings we have received 
extremely valuable testimony from a va
riety of individuals and groups concern
ing the needs of families and children in 
America, the extent to which govern
mental policies are helping or hurting 
families, and what kinds of support sys
tems should be available. 

In order that these recommendations 
be available to the Congress and to the 
public, I ask unanimous consent that 
the prepared statements of the witnesses 
who appeared at the first day of our hear
ings be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR WALTER F. 

MONDALE, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
CHILDREN AND YOUTH 

Today the Subcommittee on Children and 
Youth opens three days of hearings on the 
trends and pressures affecting American 
families. 

Our hearings are based on a very simple 
belief: Nothing is more important to a child 
than a healthy family. 

During my nine years in the Senate, I 
have probably devoted more of my time to 
work with the problems of children than to 
any other issue. I have seen many ways in 
which public and private programs have 
helped children . . . and many other ways 
in which they can and should help them. 
But as good as some of our public and private 
institutions can be ... and we have some 
excellent schools and foster homes, for ex
ample, ... it has become increasingly clear to 
me that there is just no substitute for a 
healthy family ... nothing else that can give 
a child as much love, support, confidence, 
motivation or feelings of self-worth and self
respect. 

Yet, it is also clear that we tend to take 
families for granted . . . seldom recognize 
the pressures they are under . . . often give 
too little consideration to the role they can 
play in the prevention and solution of chil
dren's problems ... and frequently ignore the 
implications of changes like the recent in
crease of one parent families. 

The 1970 White House Conference on Chil
dren called this 'a national neglect of chil
dren and those primarily engaged in their 
care-America's parents.' And we are paying 
a high price for this neglect: 

Teenage alcoholism and drug abuse are 
growing problems; 

Suicide among young people is increasing 
geometrically to the point where it ls now 
the second ranking ca.use of death for Amer
icans between the ages of 15 and 24; 

Juvenile delinquency is becoming so wide
spread that according to predictions one out 
of every 9 youngsters will have been to juve
nile court by the time he reaches age 18. 

And now we are discovering how pervasive 
this problem of child abuse is-a sickening 
sign that something is seriously wrong. 

If we expect to deal successfully with these 
problems we must begin paying more atten
tion to the needs of families. And we must 
start by asking to what extent government 

policies are helping or hurting families, and 
what kinds of support services should be 
available. 

These hearings are designed to encourage 
exactly that kind of re-examination: they 
seek to explore how government policies in 
areas such as work, institutionalization, mo
bility, taxes, welfare and housing influence 
the lives of American families. Through the 
hearings, we hope to find answers to some of 
the following questions: 

How does unemployment affect family 
stability? Do part-time or flexible work op
portunities enhance the lives of families 
and children? Should children and youth be 
provided with more work opportunities, and 
more opportunities to observe and partici
pate in the work experiences of their parents 
and other adults? 

To what extent has family dissolution been 
caused by unnecessary institutionalization of 
children; premature removal of children 
from their families for placement in foster 
care; unnecessary incarceration of juvenile 
offenders; and requirements of hospital 
treatment for illness in order to qualify for 
insurance benefits? Do we provide enough 
alternatives such as day care, homemaker 
services, community based corrections pro
grams or outpatient medical coverage? To 
what extent do these offer more promising 
results for children and families? 

How does mobility-particularly forced 
mobility-affect families? Are there ways to 
deal more successfully with whatever prob
lems result from mobility decisions? 

How do welfare policies affect families and 
children? Do they provide a disincentive 
to stable families? 

What is the impact of the tax system on 
families and children? Does it contain in
centives or disincentives for family stabil
ity? Does it provide adequate deductions 
for the cost of raising children? 

What has been the impact of urban re
newal on families and children? What has 
been the impact of public housing regula
tions that require families to move once they 
earn above a certain income? Do zoning 
practices unnecessarily restrict the location 
of community based programs such as nurs
ing homes in residential areas? 

The task of considering the impact of pol
icies on families and children will not be 
easy. Values, jobs, lifestyles and needs vary 
widely. To envision a single model family 
or a single way to raise children would do 
great damage to the pluralism and diversity 
that makes our country strong; would be 
beyond the legitimate concerns of govern
ment; and could produce at least as seri
ous problems as ignoring altogether the im
pact of policies on families. 

Our goals will be to identify and seek 
changes in arbitrary policies that place 
hardships on families with children; to de
velop policies that provide alternative ways 
of strengthening families; and to determine 
how we can provide the options and choices 
that families need to do their best job. 

If we can make some progress toward these 
goals, and help make the question of how 
governmental policies affect families a larger 
part of the decision-making process, I be
lieve we will have taken an important step 
toward increasing justice and opportunity 
for the children and youth of our nation. 

STATEMENT OF MR. VINCENT P. BARABBA, 

DmECTOR, BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your invitation 
to appear before this Committee, to provide 
you with information on recent changes in 
the composition and characteristics of Ameri
can families. 

The family has been described as an in-
stitution that is essential to the perpetuation 
of society, as a demographic institution with 
the prime function of assuring biological and 
social continuity. The functioning of families 



31664 CONGRESSIONAI. ·RECORD - SENATE September 26, 1973 
underlies the dynamics of population, as tfie 
numbers of births and deaths and the vol
ume of migration emerge out of family dy
namics. Statistical data collected by the Bu
reau of the Census in decennial censuses and 
current population surveys provide some es
sential information on recent changes and 
the current status of American families. 

The "typical" family undergoes numerous 
substantial changes during the cycle of mar
ried life, from marriage through childbear
ing, children leaving home, and the eventual 
dissolution of marriage with the death of one 
spouse. The typical family itself has changed 
greatly over the past 20 years because mar
riage is now occurring about a year later, cou
ples are having approximately one less child, 
and more couples are surviving jointly for a 
longer time after their children marry. Many 
more unmarried persons, especially young 
people and the elderly, have been establish
ing or continuing to maintain separate living 
arrangements apart from relatives. 

Types of families.-The Bureau of the Cen
sus defines a family as a group of two or more 
related persons who live together in a house 
or apartment. Most families include a married 
couple who maintain a household, and two 
out of every three of the couples have chil
dren or other relatives sharing their ' living 
quarters. Statistics on families thus defined 
are available for dates back to 1940. Ever 
since 1940, close to 85 percent of all families 
were of the "husband-wife" type. 

Thus, in 1940 about 27.0 million of the 32.2 
million families were of this type, and in 1973 
the corresponding figures were 46.3 million 
husband-wife families out of the total of 54.4 
million families. 

Although the number of families with a 
female head has constituted only about 10 to 
12 percent of the families since 1940, these 
families are of special interest in the context 
of the problems of children and youth, and 
their numbers have been increasing rapidly 
during the last few years. During the 1960's 
these families increased twice as much as 
they had increased during the 1950's. In fact, 
during the 1960's they increased by a million 
(from 4.5 to 5.6 million), and by 1973 they 
had increased another million (to 6.6 mil
lion). The increase has been concentrated 
largely among families of divorced or sepa
rated women. Among white families in 1973, 
only 10 percent had a woman as the head, 
whereas among Negro families, 35 percent of 
the heads were women. Thus, the problem 
of female heads of families is disproportion
ately a problem of Negro families. Moreover, 
divorced women are twice as numerous as 
separated women among white female heads 
of families, whereas the situation is the re
verse among Negro female heads. 

The substantial increase in the number of 
families with a female head is related to many 
factors, including the sharply upward trend 
in separation and divorce during the 196<J's 
and early 1970's, the rapid rise in female em
ployment during the 1960's, the absence of 
many husbands from the home for service in 
the Armed Forces, and the continued increase 
in unwed motherhood. 

Along with the increase in families with a 
female head has come an increase during 
the 1960's and 1970's from 8 percent to 14 
percent in the proportion of persons under 
18 years of age who were living with their 
mother only. This inevitably has meant that 
the proportion of young children living with 
both parents has been declining. Among 
Negro children under 18 years of age in 1973, 
the proportion living with both parents was 
only 52 percent, whereas 38 percent were 
living with their mother only, and 10 per
cent lived apart from their mother. Among 
whites, 87 percent were living with both 
parents. The sharp decline in the birth rate 
since 1960 has brought a corresponding de
crease in the proportion of all children in the 
home who are of preschool age and an in-

crease in the proportion who are of school 
age. The older children are of an age which 
makes it easier for the mother to care for 
them while she works in order to maintain a 
separate home for herself and the children. 

Size of family.-Two interpretations can 
be given to the "average size of family": (1) 
the average number of children a woman 
bears during her lifetime and (2) the aver
age number of family members who live to
gether in a household including parents, chil
dren, and other relatives. According to the 
first interpretation, the average number of 
children per family among the children who 
were growing up around 1900 was four (about 
4.3). By 1940 the average had dropped all the 
way down ·co two children (about 2.3), ·but 
by 1960 it had risen again to three children 
(about 3.3). The decline in fertility during 
the 1960's and early 1970's has once again 
lowered the average number of children to 
two per woman (approximately 2.4). These 
numbers include all children born alive dur
ing the woman's reproductive period, includ
ing any who may have subsequently died or 
left home. 

The second interpretation of the size of 
family cannot be traced back to 1900. How
ever, in 1940 the average number of persons 
related to each other and living together as 
one household was 3 .8 persons. This figure 
declined by 1950 to 3.5 as the consequence 
of.changes that occurred during the years of 
World War II and the immediately following 
period. By 1960 it had risen slightly to 3.7 
as a consequence of the baby boom and re
mained at about that level throughout the 
1960's. However, the effect of the declining 
birth rate in recent years has caused the 
average size of family, in this second sense, to 
fall once again by 1973 to 3.5 persons (3.48). 
Thus, the average number of family members 
has fluctuated since 1940 within the rather 
narrow range of 3.5 to 3.8 persons. 

Ages and r~lationships of family mem
bers.-An important consideration in fam
ily analysis is the distribution of members 
between three age groups: the dependent 
young members, members in the main pro
ductive age range, commonly accepted as 18 
to 64 years old, and the elderly. In 1973, the 
average number of members per family was 
3.5, of whom 1.3 were in the young group, 
2.0 were in the intermediate group, and 0.3 
were in the elderly group. Actually, about 
four out of every ten families either had not 
yet had any children or their children had 
all reached 18 years of age. Therefore, if the 
focus is limited to those families with some 
children under 18, they had a larger number 
in the home, on the average, 2.2 children. 
About three-tenths of the children under 
18 were under 6 years of age-preschool age
and the remainder were 6 to 17-school age. 

As youths mature they generally leave their 
parental home to attend college, to obtain 
employment, and/ or to marry. The median 
age at (first) ma_riage is now 23 years for 
men and 21 years for women. This is nearly 
one year older than the corresponding ages 
in the mid-1950's. Since men are usually older 
than women at marriage, they usually leave 
home at a slightly older age. Yet for both 
sexes combined, approximately one-fourth of 
the children 15 to 19 years of age have left 
home, and a large majority of those who have 
left home must be 18 or 19 years old. Only 
one-tenth of the children living with their 
parents are over 20 years of age, and the ma
jority of them are 20 to 24 years old. Besides 
the family head, his wife (if any), and their 
children (if any). there are sometimes other 
relatives sharing the home. These other rela
tives constitute only 8.7 million, or less than 
five percent, of the 182 million family mem
bers in the United States at the time of the 
1970 census. Of the other relatives, 2.5 were 
grandchildren of the family head, 2.3 million 
were parents of the head or wife, 2.1 million 
were brothers or sisters of the head or wife, 

one-half million were sons- or daughters-in
law of the head, and the rem~ining 1.3 million 
were uncles or aunts, cousins, etc. 

Households with and without families.
The term "household" is used by the Bureau 
of the Census to mean the entire number of 
persons who occupy a house or apartment 
that constitutes separate living quarters. 
Most households have a family as the core 
members, but they may include partners, 
lodgers, or resident employees, and, again, 
they may consist of one person livfng alone. 
With the aging of the population, the ex
pansion of social security benefits, and the 
increasing availability of housing, the num
ber of elderly persons who maintain a house
hold -after all of their relatives have left the 
home has increased quite rapidly in recent 
decades. Moreover, an increasing number of 
young unmarried persons have been main
taining a home apart from relatives. Con
sequently, the number of these "primary in
dividuals" with no relatives sharing their liv
ing quarters has increased from 10 percent of 
all household heads in 1940 to 20 percent in 
1973. 

Because the rate of household increase has 
exceeded the rate of population growth since 
1940, the average size of household has de
clined. In 1940 the average size of household 
was 3.7 persons; by 1960 it was 3.3, and by 
1973 it was only 3.0 persons. This decline re
flects the net effect of changes in the birth 
rate and the decrease in doubling up of mar
ried couples with their relatives as well as 
the large increase in the number of one-per
son households among both the young and 
the elderly. 

Particularly impressive has been the rapid 
rate of increase over the past decade in the 
number of young adults who have been main
taining their own households apart from rela
tives. The number of women under 35 years 
old living thus increased by one-fourth in 
the 1950's, and then the number doubled in 
the decade of the 1960's and increased an 
additional 40 percent since 1970. Meanwhile, 
the number of men under 35 years old main
taining an apartment or house apart from 
relatives has more than doubled each of the 
past two decades and increased 60 percent 
more since 1970. The recent rapid growth of 
apartment dwelling on the part of young 
"unmarrieds" has occurred at a time when 
college enrollment has been rising but college 
dormitory dwelling has decreased; and when 
more and more young people have been post
poning marriage until after they have had a 
few years of work experience away from their 
parental home. The total number of these 
persons under 35 in 1972 who maintained a 
household apart from relatives was 2.8 mil
lion, three out of four of whom have never 
married. 

The young family head of today is better 
educated, the median number of years of 
school completed by adults being 12.3 years 
in 1973 as compared to 9.3 years in 1950. The 
wife's task as a homemaker, with smaller 
families and modern appliances, is easier, and 
she has more education to prepare her to be 
a more stimulating parent and to help her 
to accept greater responsibilities outside the 
home. 

Migration.-Most of the people who change 
their residences move as family groups or in 
connection with the formation or dissolu
tion of a family. Every year about 20 per
cent of the population moves to a different 
residence. However, from 1948 to 1971, there 
has been little change in the pattern or per
cent of persons who report having moved in 
the preceding year, except for some recent 
decline in local movement. With minor 
:fluctuations, of the 20 percent of the popu
lation who move to a different house, about 
12 percent moved within the same county, 
3 percent moved to a different county in the 
same State, and 3 percent moved between 
States. 
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Moreover, the percent of the total popula

tion born in the State where they currently 
live has remained relatively stable since 1850. 
For the country as a whole, this percentage 
has fluctuated between a low of 64 in 1860 
to a. high of 70 in 1940. Since 1940 there has 
been a slight but steady decrease of about 
2 percent per decade to 65 percent in 1970. 

The likelihood. of moving is related to a.ge. 
Typically, peak mobility rates occur among 
persons in their early twenties-the a.ge 
when children normally have left or are leav
ing their parental homes and are in the 
process of finding employment, marrying, 
and setting up households of their own. Be
tween March 1970 and March 1971, the resi
dential mobility rate for persons 22 to 24 
years old was 44 percent ( 48 percent if movers 
from abroad are included) . After this peak is 
reached, mobility rates generally decline with 
increasing a.ge. Persons who first married dur
ing the year had, as might be expected, an 
extremely high residential mobility rate of 
83 percent. 

Blacks have a higher residential mobility 
rate than whites. The residential mobility 
rate was 20 percent for blacks and 18 _ for 
whites between 1970 and 1971. The higher 
mobility rate reported by blacks, however, 
was due to E,;reater local mobility, that is, 
movement within counties; 17 percent of the 
black population moved within the same 
county, but only 11 percent of whites made 
such moves. The migration rate, or movement 
between counties, was 7 percent !or whites 
and 4 percent for blacks. Whites had higher 
rates of migration to other counties within 
States and between States. 

Among men there is a clear relationship 
between employment status and mobility 
status. Both the local mobility rate and mi
gration rate are higher for unemployed men 
than for employed men. Similarly, of men 
who were employed in 1970, both rates were 
higher for men who worked less than 50 weeks 
in 1970 than for men who worked 50 weeks 
or more. 

Migration is also related to a person's class 
of work and occupation. The wage and salary 
workers are about twice as likely to move 
within a year as the self-employed workers, 
19 percent and 10 percent, respectively. Self
employed farmers are among the lea.st mobile 
and wage and salary farm workers are among 
the most mobile. 

Families in which the wife works are more 
likely to undertake short-distance moving 
and slightly less likely to undertake long-dis
tance migration than families in which the 
wife does not work. The wife's employment 
has a greater effect in raising the family's lo
cal mobility rates than in lowering migration 
rates. The migration of husbands interferes 
substantially with their wives' career develop
ment and in this way contributes to explain
ing why women earn less than men at the 
same age, occupation, and educational level. 

Education also has a consistent effect on 
the migration rates of men. Among men 25 
yea.rs old and over, those who had completed 
four or more yea.rs of college had higher 
migration rates than those who had com
pleted only high school. Men who were high 
school graduates, in turn, had higher migra
tion rates than men who had completed 
only elementary schools. On the other hand, 
men who were not high school graduates 
were more likely than better-educated men 
to make moves within the local community. 

Married couples without young children 
are more geographically mobile than those 
with such children. Among husband-wife 
couples with children, ages of children ex
ercise a consistent mobility differential; 
within families classified by a.ge of the head, 
fami:ies with children under 6 years old 
only are the most mobile both within and 
between counties, followed by those with 
both children under 6 and 6 to 17 years old, 
and followed ln turn by families with chil
dren 6 to 17 yea.rs old only. Female family 

heads with children are generally more geo
graphically mobile than male family heads 
(wife present) at the same age and with the 
same number and ages of children present. 

Frequent moving impedes progress in 
school for children whose parents are not 
college graduates. For children of college 
graduates frequent moving does not seem 
to hinder normal progress through the school 
system. Thus, children who have made 
several interstate moves are less likely to be 
behind in school than less mobile children 
simply because frequent interstate migra
tion ls most likely to characterize well-edu
cated parents and well-educated pa.rents tend 
to have children who do well in school. The 
predominance of the well-educated among 
long-distance movers and among those who 
settle in new residential developments may 
offer a partial explanation of the fact that 
growing communities tend to have children 
of above average scholastic ability. 

Urban and ru-ral residence of families.
The exodus of rural population to the cities 
has been largely a movement !rom farms to 
nonfarm areas over the la.st several decades. 
Farm families constituted one-third of all 
families in 1900, one-fifth in 1940, and only 
one-twentieth in 1970. However, there has 
been no absolute change of significance be
tween 1940 and 1970 in the number of rural 
fa.milles--including the rural-nonfarm a.s 
well as the rural-farm families. In 1940, 
there were 14 million rural families and in 
1970 there were also 14 million rural fam
ilies. Thus, all of the increase in families 
between 1940 and 1970 has occurred in urban 
areas. 

Employment of family members.-An im
portant recent trend that has influenced the 
pattern of American family life has been 
an increasing number of multiple-worker 
families. In 1962, there were 16.1 million hus
band-wife families in which both the head 
and at least one other family member were 
in the labor force. This constituted 45 per
cent of all husband-wife families in which 
the family head was working. By 1972, this 
proportion had increased to 55 percent and 
the number had grown to 21.3 million 
families. 

The primary contribution to this increase 
in multiple-worker families has been the 
growth in labor force participation among 
married women. For example, in 1950 less 
than one-fourth of the wives in the United 
States were in the labor force and for those 
women with children under 6 years of age 
the labor force rate was only about 12 per
cent. However, in 1972 over 40 percent of all 
wives were in the labor force, and even 
among those with children under 6 years 
old 30 percent participated in the labor force. 

Several developments have contributed to 
ma.king work in the marketplace more pos
sible and more acceptable for many women. 
The expansion in employment opportunities 
for women is probably the most important 
factor leading to their increased labor force 
participation. One relevant development has 
been the growth in the service sector of the 
economy in general. Another has been the 
expansion in such fields as teaching and 
clerical work and also in retail trade (with 
its flexible hours and opportunities for part
time employment-characteristics important 
to married women, especially those with chil
dren). Also, there have been more opportu
nities to work as trained nurses and in other 
health fields which have been traditional en
claves for female employment. So important, 
in fact, have new openings in the service and 
white collar industries been to women that 
Virtually all the increase in female employ
ment between 1960 and 1971 was in one or 
the other of these two sectors, continuing 
patterns established between 1947 and 1960. 

other developments that have encouraged 
women to enter the labor force include in
creases in the earning potential of women 
resulting from better education; changes in 

attitudes about women pa.rtlctpatlng ln the 
labor force in general and in certain oc
cupations in particular; efforts through legal 
and social means toward greater equality of 
opportunity for women in the labor force; 
and declines in the fertility rate. 

Income of family members.-A particu
larly valuable socioeconomic indicator in the 
United States is the average amount of 
money income received by families. The dif
ferent levels of income received by the vari
ous segments of the U.S. population can 
best be represented by median family in
come--a dollar value which divides the dis
tribution of income received into two equal 
groups-half of the families having incomes 
below the median and the other half having 
income above it. The Bureau of the Census 
has published family income statistics an
nually from the CUrrent Population Survey 
since 1947 and in reports of the decennial 
censuses since 1950. During the last two 
decades (1952-1972), median family money 
income in the United States has nearly tri
pled and even after accounting for the ef
fects of inflation over this period, it has still 
doubled, resulting in higher levels and 
standards of liVing for the American family. 

One of the main reasons for this overall in
crease in family income is the !act that 
more and more wives are going to work to 
supplement the family income and thereby 
taking advantage of increasing opportunities 
to achieve more comfortable levels of living. 

In March of 1973 nearly 41 percent of the 
wives in husband-wife families were in the 
labor forc.e, whereas twenty years earlier in 
March 1953 only 26 percent of the wives were 
working. The median income in 1952 for hus
band-wife families with the wife in the labor 
force ($4,900) was about 29 percent higher 
than the median income of families with 
the wife not in the labor force ($3,810), but 
between 1952 and 1972, this difference has 
widened in both absolute and relative terms. 
The median income of the husband-wife 
family with the wife in the labor force 
($13,900) was 32 percent greater than that of 
the family with a nonworking wife ($10,560). 
Statistics from the Special Labor Force Re
port Series published by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics for the yea.rs 1958 through 1970 
support the observation that the wife's con
tribution to family income has climbed 
steadily in recent years. These data show that 
in 1958 the wife's earnings accounted for 
about 20 percent of total family income, but 
by 1970 her earnings accounted for 27 
percent. 

Although the Bureau has not produced 
any statistics on the contributions of family 
members other than the head or wife to 
family income, data. have been published 
annually since 1948 on the distribution of 
family income by the number of earners in 
the family-including the head, wife, and 
other relatives with earnings. In 1948, only 
10 percent of all families reported three or 
more earners but the corresponding propor
tion in 1972 had risen to 15 percent. In 1948 
the median income of families with three or 
more incomes ($5,210) was 80 percent higher 
than that of families with one earner 
($2,900), but by 1972 the median income o! 
families with three or more earners ($17,930) 
was 89 percent greater than that of families 
with one earner ($9,490). Thus, the propor· 
tion of total family income that was con
tributed by additional earners has risen 
somewhat over the last twenty-four yea.rs. 

This, then, ls a. brie! summary o! what 
our statistics tell us about the American 
family. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be 
happy to answer any questions. 

AMERICAN FAMll.IES: TRENDS AND PRESSURES 

(Opening statement by Dr. Edward Zigler) 
I would like to thank you for the oppor

tunity of testifying before this committee. 
I, as a long-time admirer of your efforts on 
behalf of children and youth, feel that your 
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activities are especially critical at this par
ticular juncture in our nation's history of 
social concern inasmuch as the consensus 
among astute observers of our social milieu 
is that we have entered a fallow period in 
regard to any meaningful new initiatives 
on behalf of children and families. There 
seems to be a moratorium on any large 
and bold efforts to solve the problems plagu
ing many of our families. But for the fact 
that a few older programs, some of de
batable value, are still in operation, the 
current attitude toward the crisis of the 
American family is one of benign neglect. 
This apathy, which has even overwhelmed 
once forceful advocates for children and 
families, can be traced to a number of 
causes. 

In recent years, we have seen the two 
initiatives most critical for determining the 
quality of family life fail to become law: 
the Administration's Welfare Reform Plan 
and the Child Development Act of 1970. The 
considerable amount of effort and energy 
expended on these two pieces of legislation 
appears to have made people weary and to 
have given rise to a "what's-the-use?" at
titude. In addition, a scholarly, but never
theless questionable, literature has developed 
asserting that children's destinies reside in 
their genes, that admired preschool pro
grams such as Head Start are failures, that 
variations in the quality of schooling make 
no real difference, and that a variety of rec
ommended intervention efforts would prob
ably be failures if implemented. This undue 
pessimism of the early seventies is greatly 
at odds with the optimism of the sixties, 
but, nevertheless, has fallen on receptive 
ears as it can so readily be adopted as the 
intellectual rationale for the apathy which 
seems to have infected so many of our de
cision and opinion-makers. The hearings 
which you will conduct here on the Ameri
can family will serve as an antidote to the 
n ihilism that I have been describing. 

Whatever the attitudes or actions of de
cision-makers may be, the lives of Ameri
ca's families go on. In many instances, these 
families know exactly to what unreasonable 
pressures they are being subjected and which 
problems must be solved if their lives are to 
become more satisfying. The problem is as 
equally obvious to the family whose bread
winner works full time and whose salary 
is still below the poverty level as it is to the 
more affluent family which , because of in
flation, is no longer aJble to meet its ex
penses. The working mother who cannot find 
satisfactory child care arrangements for her 
children at a fee she can afford to pay knows 
exactly what the problem is. No further 
analyses are necessary to illuminate the 
problems of Indian families whose childr.en 
are sent to distant boarding schools or of 
families with severely retarded children 
whose only recourse is to institutionalize 
them in settings known for the dehumani
zation of their residents. 

In other instances, many families experi
ence a sense of malaise or a lack of self-ac
tualization due to forces too subtle or too 
huge for them to fully comprehend. What 
must be noted here is that the family is but 
one institution in a complex ecological sys
tem consisting of a variety of other institu
tions. The family is in many ways unique 
since it lies at the intersect of all of the other 
institutions in our society and is therefore 
continually influenced by the policies being 
pursued by such institutions as government, 
industry, schools, and the media. When the 
government concerns itself with the move
ment of cars from place to place and up
roots neighborhoods in the process, this has 
impact on American families. When indus
tries pursue a policy of moVing their per
sonnel every three or four years, or when 
they convert to a four-day work week, this has 
impact on American families. Wh~:i schools 
decide to treat parents as hostile outsiders 
or when they determine that day care for 

school age children is not within their legiti
mate charge, this affects American families. 
And when the media inundate our young 
and our not-so-young with the message that 
smelling good is the essence of social success 
and that families should be judged by the 
amount of things they possess, this, too, 
affects the American family. 

I am in agreement that the American 
family is the foundation stone of our great 
nation. However, I am also aware that how 
well a foundation stone does its job is deter
mined by the soundness of the material of 
which it is comprised and by the pressures 
to which it is subjected. I agree with many 
others who feel that a varity of historical, 
economic, and social factors as well as cur
rent pressures make family life in America 
more difficult today than it once was. I refer 
here to the decline of the extended family, 
to the extremely important phenomenon 
of the ever-increasing numbers of working 
mothers, to the increased mobility which 
has come to characterize the American peo
ple, and to those types of urbanization and 
suburbanization that tend to isolate Amer
ican families one from another. All of these 
phenomena have taken away supports that 
families once relied upon. The wisdom of 
grandparents, aunts, and uncles is no longer 
readily avail. ble to young families. The 
children of working mothers are without an 
essential nurturant figure for many hours 
of the day. The life of a mobile family is 
burdened with discontinuity and upheaval. 
Our communities are likewise in a contin
uous state of flux, so that families once able 
to rely on the immediate neighborhood for 
assistance in child rearing or crisis interven
tion find that they are no longer able to do so. 

If all of this sounds unrealistic, I would 
invite any among you to ask yourselves if 
you know the names of the children living 
in homes three doors away from your own, 
and if the adults in those homes know the 
names of your children. Indeed, even within 
families there has been a demarcation of 
activities across age lines, so that parents no 
longer interact with their own children to 
the degree that they once did. We find more 
and more that children are socializing one 
another, to their own detriment and to the 
detriment of the quality of family life. The 
materialistic emphasis in our society is such 
that a father thinks that he is doing more 
for his family by obtaining a second job 
than he does by devoting time to his own 
children. Both long-standing male chau
vinism and current excesses of the women's 
liberation movement have led to a devalua
tion of the role of the woman as mother and 
homemaker. We have deluded ourselves into 
believing that women contribute little to 
our nation's productivity by remaining with
in the home, although homemakers and 
economists alike know better. Unfortunately, 
such myths are translated into our social 
policy; note, for example, the feature of HR-
1 which required mothers of children as 
young as three years of age to enter the 
work force if they were to receive benefits. 

What we need now is not more rhetoric or 
empty platitudes concerning the importance 
of the American family but, rather, a close 
examination of families as they exist in their 
major current forms and a course of action 
directed at enhancing their viability. This is 
so obvious that one immediately wonders 
why no such effort has been systematically 
and continuously implemented by the fed
eral government. The answer is simple and 
unfortunate. Unlike other democracies, 
America has never committed itself to a 
coherent family policy. We have avoided 
coming to grips with this problem by taking 
refuge in the view that the American family 
is so sacrosanct that the government should 
not meddle in its affairs. The fact of the 
matter is that the policies of the govern
ment, as well as of all the other institutions 
in the family's ecology, inject themselves 
into the affairs of families every day. These 

effects, as a totality, thereby constitute a na
tional family policy by default, and it is my 
view that these effects are as often destruc
tive as they are constructive to healthy fam
ily functioning. 

Families are the constituencies of the 
elected members of both the executive and 
legislative branches of our government and, 
therefore, there is an attitude that families 
are everybody's business. However, in social 
policy making, when an institution is every
body's business, it becomes essentially no
body's business. Who in government speaks 
for families and advocates in their behalf on 
the basis of sound analysis? The one agency 
that could play such a leadership role in de
veloping an explicit family policy is the Office 
of Child Development, providing that its 
mandate were enlarged and that it were to 
become both in name and in mission the 
Office of Child and Family Development. 
When I speak to you of a coherent social 
policy, I am not raising the spectre of fam
ily policies found in certain nations where 
authoritarian governments massively invade 
the everyday lives of the nation's families. 
There is no one at any point on our nation's 
political spectrum more opposed than I to 
this sort of governmental intrusion. When I 
speak of a family policy, I am speaking of a 
phenomenon not only in keeping with the 
American ethos, but with the best values 
and traditions of that ethos. 

The construction of a family social policy 
at the national level would have three facets. 
First, it would involve identifying what 
major problems interfere with sound family 
functioning and determining what solutions 
to these problems are available, assessing the 
cost effectiveness of the various solutions 
that are suggested, and assigning priorities 
to the specific policies to be implemented. 
Secondly, a family policy would entail the 
continuous analyses of the impact of other 
governmental policies for their effects on 
family life, so that any cost benefit analysis 
of these policies would include in its equa
tions the factor of whether the policy in 
question helps or hurts American families. 
Finally, a national family policy would make 
use of the regulating, taxation, research, and 
moral powers of the federal government in 
order to persuade other institutions to adopt 
policies conducive to healthy family life. 
Again, I wish to avoid the vision of the fed
eral government acting as Big Brother. What 
I have in mind with respect to this third 
facet are such possible activities as providing 
tax credits to industries that provide day 
care, government-sponsored research to ex
amine the effects of the four-day work week 
on family life or the value to both industry 
and families of tailoring the length of the 
work day to coincide with the length of the 
school day, and informational and technical 
assistance to schools willing to do more to 
strengthen family life. 

I am aware that formal family policy con
struction will come slowly to America and I 
am certainly not here to present any highly
polished, final product. Rather, it is the pur
pose of my testimony to make this commit
tee, and through it, perhaps, the nation, 
aware that we have no such policy and that 
we are operating instead with the afore
mentioned family policy by default. Your 
hearings will be successful if they do indeed 
produce an awareness on the part of the 
American people that the federal establish
ment seems to be less concerned with formu
lating a well-articulated family policy than 
with formulating an agricultural policy or a 
military policy. Then, at least, a dialogue 
could commence over exactly what role the 
American people would like to have the gov
ernment pursue in rega1·d to issues that 
affect how well the family ~unctions. 

There has, of course, never been a dearth 
of general suggestions as to what might be 
done to improve the lives _of children and 
their families. Professionals, lay people, and 
even federal bureaucrats regularly convene 



September 26, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE 31667 
to make policy recommendations. Within the 
past five years or so, we have all had access 
to the deliberations and recommendations of 
the Presidential Task Force of 1967, chaired 
by J. McVicker Hunt, the Goreham Commit
tee of 1967 which brought together persons 
from federal agencies dealing with children, 
the Joint Commission of Mental Health of 
Children of 1969, and the White House Con
ference on Children of 1970. The Office of 
Child Development wlll soon have available 
the report of the Advisory Committee on 
Child Development which was commissioned 
by OCD through the National Academy of 
Sciences and chaired by Harold Stevenson. 
The recommendations made in these various 
reports, though well thought out, have never 
received adequate response from either the 
executive or the legislative branches. One 
reason for the minimal impact of pa.st re
ports is that there is something of the laun
dry list about them, with everything and 
anything that might help families included. 
If each and every recommendation had been 
acted upon positively, America's families 
would indeed be experiencing a modern 
utopia. Unfortunately, it is much easier to 
create paper utopias at conferences than it 
is to get a single piece of legislation with 
some minimal, but nonetheless obvious, 
benefits for families enacted into law. The 
fact of the matter is that our committees 
and commissions do not deal sufficiently with 
the economic and political feasibility of the 
many recommendations with which they 
present us. Furthermore, the producers of 
the plethora of recommendations that we 
have all examined are not sufficiently aware 
of the fac't that social policy construction 
essentially involves establishing priorities 
and selecting among alternatives. This is, of 
course, not to belittle the efforts to which I 
have been alluding. As a body of work, this 
collection of recommendations comprises a 
conscience which the nation can employ 
when dealing with the problems of children 
and their families. Furthermore, it repre
sents the raw materials that any administra
tion or legislative body can utilize in the 
construction of a coherent national family 
policy. 

Perhaps as a result of my two years of 
service in Washington, I am now so aware 
of economic and political realities that I 
cannot come before you to champion the 
frequently heard recommendations for im
proving family life, such as a guaranteed 
annual income of $6,000 for a family of 
four, and universal developmental day care 
available free to every family in America. 
If such phenomena. ever become realities, it 
will probably be generations hence and 
therefore of little use to American families 
who need help now. I have much more 
modest aspirations for the actions that 
could be taken by this committee. I cannot 
help but think of an incident that occurred 
when, as Director of the Office of Child De
velopment, I was informing an audience of 
the high quality of day care that was to be 
provided in the President's Welfare Reform 
Plan. A member of that audience asked why, 
if OCD was so concerned about the quality 
of day care, it was not doing more to im
prove the quality of day care already being 
provided through Title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act. Unfortunately, I had no very satis
fying answer to this query and therefore did 
little more than waffle in the best, or prob
ably worst, bureaucratic tradition. The point 
of this story ls that, while this may not be 
the time for large new initiatives, it is cer
tainly time for decision-makers to examine 
extant social policies and practices impor
tant to families so that we might at least 
correct those policies which are. at one ex
treme, thoughtless and uneconomical, and, 
at the other, involve the government as a 
co-conspirator in the abuse of children. It 
also behooves us to examine existing social 
policies for those features which are so valu• 

able as to demand their greater implementa
tion. 

In dealing with current problems of the 
American family, certainly a government re
sponsive to family needs must come to grips 
with the issue of day ca.re for America's 
working mothers. This ls a problem of im
mense proportions and one for which a solu
tion is not attainable overnight. Its magni
tude and difficulty of solution are so great 
that it appears more politic to ignore it than 
to engage in efforts that would be helpful 
to a relatively small percentage of families 
needing day care. What the nation really 
needs is a 20-year plan for a child care system 
that would involve realistic increments in 
public and private funding as the develop
ment of facilities and personnel warrants. 
Good quality day care was given the number 
one priority at the last White House Confer
ence on Children. In a needs assessment 
carried out to develop a state plan for chil
dren in Texas, 60 % of those queried spon
taneously listed day care for their children 
as their most pressing need. While I think 
that the real solution of the day care prob
lem can only come from careful long-term 
planning, there are several things that can 
be done immediately to improve the day care 
situation in our nation. 

Approximately a b111ion dollars was spent 
in the last fiscal year by the federal govern
ment for child care, with the bulk of this 
money going to two programs: Head Start, 
administered by OCD, and the Title IV day 
care program, administered by the Commu
nity Services Agency within SRS. It should 
be noted that approximately one-third of 
the Head Start monies is being spent for 
day care for working mothers. There has 
been no real coordination between these two 
sizable programs, and the rules, regulations, 
and philosophy of each of the two programs 
are at odds with those of the other. Were 
these two programs combined and operated 
by a single agency, some order as well as 
new economies could be brought to the child 
care effort which the federal government is 
already funding. Indeed, such a combined 
program would finally give the nation at 
least an embryonic national child care sys
tem providing parents with a. variety of child 
care services including the all-important 
service of day care for working mothers. Such 
a. unified system could be held responsible 
for ensuring the quality of child care that 
is necessary if children are not to be harmed 
by programs mounted and funded by the 
federal government. I think that Head Start 
has been sensitive to the quality issue while 

. the Title IV program has not. 
When we think of day care, we often think 

of centers serving 30 or more children. This 
accounts for only a small percentage of the 
day care funded through Title IV. A much 
larger percentage of these funds is pa.id by 
local welfare agencies to unlicensed family 
day ca.re homes which typically serve six 
or fewer children. Some of these homes are 
good, but others are ghastly and, thus, we 
are witnessing federal funds being spent to 
place children in circumstances detrimental 
to their development. If combining the Title 
IV and Head Start programs into an orga
nized and unified child care system strikes 
you as a too demanding task, then I . would 
suggest to the Committee members that they 
at least direct their attention to the problem 
of implementing and enforcing some mini
mum standards for every kind of day care 
that is subsidized by federal funds. Such a. 
set of enforceable and realistic standards 
was developed under my direction at OCD 
and, after a close analysis by others within 
HEW, was approved by the former Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, The 
Honorable Elliot Richardson. These stand
ards were then sent to the Office of Manage
ment and Budget over a year ago and, to the 
best of my knowledge have never again sur
faced. Until such standards are promulgated 

and enforced, children will continue to ex
perience the horrors documented in the 
Council of Jewish Women's report, Windows 
on Day Care. Even within the present frame
work, day care can be improved and ma.de 
more available. Family day care can be of 
good quality and should continue over the 
years to be an important component of the 
total day care picture. It is necessary to 
provide day care mothers with training and 
general support by those equipped to give it. 
We have available to us common-sensical 
and practical models of how to do this. One 
good example of this is the Pacific Oaks 
model in which family day care homes are 
tied into a network with a central training 
and technical support facility. 

The present day care picture also suffers 
from a. serious lopsidedness in which concern 
is almost totally limited to the preschool
age child. The fact of the matter is that two
thirds of the children in this nation who 
require day care are of school age and need 
adult supervision before and after school 
and during vacations. Because of our slow
ness in developing day care models for school 
age children and inducing schools and other 
institutions to employ such models, we are 
now witnessing the national tragedy of over 
a million latch-key children, cared for by 
no one, with probably an equal number be
ing cared for by siblings who are themselves 
too young to assume such responsibilities. 
The human cost of this situation to families 
and to the nation as a whole is great in
deed. While there is an escalating concern 
over rising juvenile delinquency figures, few 
have forcefully pointed out the relationship 
between the growing phenomenon of young 
children socializing one another and the rise 
of delinquency. If this nation is interested 
in preventing the delinquency rather than 
punishing it, a. major component of such an 
attempt would be an expanded school-age 
day care program. 

Another child ca.re problem that can and 
should be dealt with immediately is that of 
the need for personnel. Our nation simply 
does not have an adequate cadre of appro
priately trained individuals to ca.re for even 
the present number of children in our child 
care systems. The development of such a 
cadre should have top priority and should 
consist in large part of personnel whose 
salaries can be met without making day care 
costs astronomical. OCD moved forcefully 
into this area. by creating a new child care 
profession in America, namely, the Child 
Development Associate. The national imple
mentation of the Child Development As
sociate concept is now in the hands of a 
consortium consisting of major early child
hood education associations and associa
tions representing a. variety of consumer and 
child advocacy groups. A key feature of this 
new thrust is that accreditation and certi 
fication would occur through demonstrated 
competency rather than on completion of 
academic programs. However, if this program 
is ever to produce child care workers in suf
ficient quantity, it will require the infusion 
of some new federal money, probably in the 
neighborhood of 10 to 20 million dollars. 
This is a relatively small amount of money 
when one thinks of the annual billion dol
lars being spent, much of which is buying 
poor day care primarily because well-trained 
people who can be employed at a. reasonable 
cost a.re simply not available. While funding 
to the CDA program has, to my knowledge, 
been a. feature of two bills, neither have been 
passed into law. 

Let me now turn my attention to other 
problems facing children and families that 
are of such magnitude that they constitute 
a national disgrace. The foster care system in 
this nation is in need of a major overhaul. 
Often, the failure of this system can be traced 
to lack o:f money. In other instances, the 
problem rests on our commitment to ques
tionable procedures and our failure to utilize 
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the know-how readily a.t our disposal. We 
find children ta.ken from their homes because 
no homemaker services were available to a.id 
the family through relatively short periods 
of crisis or stress. Such mother's helpers are 
readily available in nations such as Sweden 
and England, and it may be noted that this 
service is 13 times more available in England 
than it is in the United States. When chil
dren a.re placed into the foster ca.re system, 
it is not unusual for them to be lost in its 
maze, being transferred from social worker 
to social worker, from family to family, with
out ever experiencing the stability, affection, 
and sense of belonging so necessary for nor
mal development. In many cases, foster chil
dren a.re never returned to their biological 
families and, in view of the cost to the state 
of raising a child to maturity, estimated to be 
between $40,000 and $60,000, one might ask 
why such children are not permitted to be 
adopted by families who can provide them 
with the emotional environment they so 
badly need. The answer resides in controver
sial policies of our state social welfare agen
cies. For instance, in New York, a foster child 
cannot be placed for adoption if the biologi
cal parents do so much as send one post card 
per year to the child. 

What is tragic about this state of affairs is 
that much of it can be avoided. I would refer 
you to a demonstration project funded by 
OCD's Children's Bureau and conducted in 
Nashville, Tennessee. This project, involving 
comprehensive emergency services for chil
dren, is now beginning its third year. As a 
result of its activities, whereas 322 children 
were placed in children's institutions in 1969, 
only 22 had to be so placed in 1972. In 1969, 
almost 200 of these children were less than six 
yea.rs of age. During the past six months of 
this program, not a single child under six 
was institutionalized. The Nashville program 
is an excellent one and there is no reason 
that it cannot be implemented in every 
community in America. 

This nation must do all it can to help 
children out of institutions. It has become 
all too apparent that the typical large institu
tion, be it a state hospital for the emotionally 
disturbed, a school for delinquent boys, or a 
state school for the retarded, is destructive 
to the lives of children and a source of despair 
for these children's families. This situation 
was made abundantly clear in the impressive 
documentary entitled, "This Child Is Labeled 
X." While we should do all we can to avoid 
institutionalizing children and to remove 
from institutions children who do not belong 
there, some children absolutely require insti
tutionalization. 

Given my own 15 years of professional 
activity in this field, I am particularly con
cerned with the lives of institutionalized 
retarded children. The Willowbrooks, the 
Rosewoods, the state schools of Alabama, are 
all too representative of what our institution
alized retarded children experience. This 
committee is to be commended for the light 
it has shed and the action it has taken re
garding the problem of parental abuse of 
children. However, if our nation is concerned 
about child abuse, it must take immediate 
action on the legalized abuse of children in 
our state institutions. These institutions in
variably receive federal funds which makes 
the national {;Overnment a co-conspirator in 
the abuse to which these children are sub
jected. A national effort involving the co
operation of the federal and state govern
ments should be immediately begun to cor
rect the national disgrace of our treatment 
of institutionalized children. My own re
search as well as the experience of the Scan
dinavian countries indicates that humane 
institutionalization constructive to the 
child's development is possible if we would 
simply commit ourselves to such a policy. 
Given the numbers involved, I would give 
first priority to the problem of institution
alized retarded children. 

Finally, I would propose a much expanded 
effort related to education for parenthood. 
A small program has already been initiated 
by OCD and the Office of Education which 
makes available to schools and youth orga
nizations model courses in parenthood pre
pared for an adolescent audience. An im
portant feature of this program is that it 
allows adolescents to work with younger 
children in Head Start and day care centers 
as part of the curriculum. We must con
vince schools and other institutions that 
they must provide increased support for 
family life. Teaching young people about 
the most important role they will ever as
sume, namely, parenthood, is one such ef
fort. Others should also be undertaken. 
Schools could become involved with fami
lies long before children reach school age. 
They can provide needed information to 
mothers beginning with pregnancy and be
come a meeting center in which mothers 
and fathers can learn from one another by 
exchanging knowledge concerning cognitive 
and emotional development that can be most 
helpful to young parents in their child rear
ing tasks. Model programs of this type are 
already underway in the Brookline, Massa
chusetts, and Little Rock, Arkansas, school 
systems. Child support centers need not be 
confined to schools; a number of effective 
non-school models are also available need
ing only greater implementation. I am think
ing here especially of the Parent and Child 
Centers administered by the Office of Child 
Development and certain more experimental 
programs being conducted at the University 
of Florida, University of Illinois, and Syra
cuse University. I also see great promise in 
the experimental Child and Family Resource 
Program recently initiated by the Office of 
Child Development. This program has created 
centers which provide a wide array of 
needed services to children and their fami
lies. 

Let me conclude by saying that It is my 
conviction that we can spend the money 
that we already have at our disposal more 
effectively. We certainly know how to do 
much more than we are presently doing. 
Frequently, relatively small expenditures will 
result in the correction of many practices 
which currently are detrimental to family 
life. Perhaps we cannot reasonably expect 
at this point major new commitments, but 
we can and should demand the rejection 
of apathy and negativism and expect a re
newed commitment to the proposition that 
families are indeed important and that it 
is the federal government's role to reduce the 
stresses and to meet the problems confront
ing families. Such a renewed commitment 
would at least constitute a first step in 
developing a real family policy for America. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT COLES, M.D. 
Since 1960 I have been working with a 

range of American families: rural black 
families of the South; white famllies from 
the region's small towns and cities; migrant 
farm workers' families; Appalachian fami
lies; white and black working class families 
who live in our Northern and mid-Western 
cities, or to their near suburbs, so-called 
"streetcar suburbs"; Chicano and Indian 
families out west; Eskimo families in Alaska. 
I have also visited the very well-to-do fami
lies whose lives intersect with these people
the plantation owners, farm owners, factory 
owners who hire and fire, issue orders and 
expect compliance. As a child psychiatrist, 
my particular interest has been the children 
of these families: how do boys and girls grow 
up under the swiftly changing circumstances 
of our time--a. momentary crisis in this na
tion's history? But no one can speak with 
children long without coming into contact 
with their parents and grandparents, their 
grown-up next door neighbors. So, the three 
volumes of Children of Crisis I have to this 
date written (Volume I: A Study of Courage 

and Fear: Volume II: Migrants, Sharecrop
pers and Mountaineers: Volume m: The 
South Goes North) give one observer's view 
of how certain American families are manag
ing, often in the face of severe stress; I 
hope to complete the series with two more 
volumes: Volume IV: Chicanos, Eskimos, 
Indians: and Volume V to chronicle the way 
children grow up who belong to families from 
the upper middle class world. 

Rather obviously one can single-mindedly 
study the difficulties certain children have, 
the economic forces that exert themselves on 
certain workers, the pressures certain 
mothers have to deal with as they try to 
get a good education or proper medical care 
for their children. But in each instance there 
is something larger at stake--workers or 
housewives or children belong to families, 
and what is experienced by one person in a 
family soon enough affects others who be
long to that family. We tend to think of a 
child with problem A, a man who is going 
through dilemma B, a woman who faces 
struggle C; in fact, it is entire families 
which rather quickly have to respond to the 
various impasses or quandries particular in
dividuals have to deal with. Perhaps the only 
thing I can do before this subcommittee is 
indicate some of the pressing issues I have 
witnessed American families facing in recent 
years--often with little or no help from 
others. 

To start, there are families headed by 
fathers who can't find work. Today many 
claim to be tired of hearing about the poor
or picture them hopelessly their own worst 
enemies: lazy, indifferent, wasteful, given to 
bad habits. Yet, I think of Kentucky or West 
Virginia counties I have worked in, where one 
meets in town after town, and up hollow 
after hollow, tall, sturdy, decent and honor
able men, yeomen descendents of people who 
came to this country centuries ago, explored 
it and helped build it-and those men are 
idle not by choice or out of personal inade
quacy or wrongdoing, but because there is 
no work. The same situation holds in other 
counties in other regions of this nation
and the effect upon thousands of families is 
the same: fearfulness, anxiety, sadness, a 
sense of desperation and futility. A jobless 
man's situation becomes a wife's mood, a 
child's feeling about what is in store for 
him or her, too-all of which is the purest 
of common sense. Yet, I fear we sometimes 
don't want to notice what is thoroughly ob
vious and evident. 

Then, there are families where the father 
works alright, and maybe the mother, too. 
I think at this point I had best let a factory 
worker speak: "Work: I have plenty of it-
so much that it's my whole life. I work my 
regular shift, then I work over-time-wheth
er I want to or not. Like I say to my wife: 
it's a bind, because we need the money, just 
to keep our heads above the water, but it 
means that I practically never get to see the 
kids, except on Sunday, and then I'm so 
tired I can barely do anything but sleep and 
eat and get ready for the next week. My wife 
is working too; she has to-or else we'd be 
drowning in bills. As it is, with the two of 
us working, we're still in trouble. The money 
just pours out, as soon as it comes in: food 
and the mortgage and clothes and the den
tist for the kids' teeth and the doctor for my 
girl-every week. My brother, he doesn't work 
over-time, but the poor guy had to take a 
second job on Saturday, or else he told me 
he'd be borrowing from me. 'Don't try,' I told 
him: I have none to lend anyone. 

"I feel like a. guy running ha.rd just to 
keep in the same position. And let me tell 
you, it makes a difference at home: my wife 
feels it, so do the kids, when you're living 
like that. The other day I went with my 
wife and daughter to the doctor's. He wanted 
to see both of us. I had to call in 'sick'; you 
don't get days off in my plant without a 
month of red tape--only that two week vaca-
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tion once a year. We went to the doctor's 
office, and then we went over to the hos
pital and we met another doctor; he's a bone 
specialist. Then I took my wife and daughter 
to lunch. I decided to splurge-a restaurant 
instead of the hospital cafeteria we're used 
to. We were sitting there and I was trying 
to have a good time and so was my wife, and 
our girl. She was in seventh heaven. But 
every once in a while my wife would look at 
me and I'd look at her and we'd both look 
back at the prices on the menu, and I'd swal
low so hard I was afraid I was choking. 

"But we tried to be cheerful for the sake 
of the kid, and I kept reminding myself that 
I could always go and get an odd Job on a 
Sunday, if worse came to worse. So, we kept 
talking and I told my daughter she could 
have anything she wanted. But she is such 
a good kid; she said, 'Daddy, just a ham
burger, and I hope it's not too expensive.' I 
told her no, no. Then I sat there, and the 
next thing, she and her mother went to the 
ladies' room, and I was sipping my coffee 
and wishing it was a beer, and all of a sud
den I hear these guys behind me talking. 
They're arguing, only they're laughing at 
the same time: 'No, I'll take it,' one says, 
and 'No, I'll take it,' another says, and fi
nally there's a third guy and he says, 'Look, 
it'll all come out of the United States Treas
ury, so why should we argue over the check!' 
For a second I didn't even know what they 
were talking about, but all of a sudden it 
dawned on me: they're having their lunch 
on me, that's what. They skim off all that 
tax money from me every week, and who 
has the time or money or know-how to get 
back even a small amount for deductions? 
Meanwhile, these guys are writing off their 
lunch, and tomorrow they'll have another 
'business' lunch, and God knows what else 
they're writing off. Can I write off the money 
I spend taking my kid every week into the 
hospital; the bus and subway both ways, 
the lunch she has with her mother, or this 
time with both of us? You can live off the 
fat of the land in this country and the ordi
nary wage-earner, he's the one who pays 
for it with his taxes. They have the oil
depletion allowance. We're so tired by Sun
day with work and over-time and odd Jobs 
now and then and my wife's work-well 
we'rP. running out of oil ourselves!" 

He lives in a neighborhood of working
class families west of Boston, and as I think 
of the problems I have met up with that his · 
family and others like them face, I can only 
contrast the attitude our society has toward 
those f&milies-as measured by laws passed, 
money expended, institutions supported
with the eagerness we have shown to sup
port other elements in our society. There are 
dyslexic children, one in ten of all our chil
dren, plagued by a medical and educational 
difficulty which becomes for thousands o! 
families a prolonged and bewildering crisis: 
what is wrong that my child, apparently so 
intelligent, can't read, and what can I do
to whom can I turn? To whom, indeed? How 
many cities or towns have the doctors and 
teachers who know how to diagnose and 
come to terms with this widespread diffi
culty? (Again, it affects whole families, not 
just the child.) There are runaway children 
and youth-living symbols of troubled fami
lies. A horrible story in Texas crosses our tele
vision screens, and for a moment we are 
appalled; something ought to have been 
done! But what--and by whom? What are the 
parents of runaways to do, to whom are they 
to go, and with what hope of getting the 
kind of help they need? The police say it is 
not their problem. Teachers have their own 
field to plow. Doctors are too busy or too ex
pensive or too few in number-and on and 
on. Then there are "battered children" whose 
bruises, inflicted by parents, unfortunately 
make up only the more apparent evidence of 
family disorder. Or the plight of families 
that have a retarded child, an emotionally 

distressed child, a child plagued by severe 
or chronic illness, a child who ls blind or 
deaf. Do we need yet additional studies to 
document the inadequate facilities or pro
fessional help or the overwhelming financial 
burden such children or their parents, such 
families have to sustain? 

Nor only are the poor or working-class peo
ple up against hard-to-solve family problems. 
In the course of my work in the Southwest I 
talked with a man who manages a factory 
just outside of Albuquerque. He was proud of 
his company's policies toward Spanish speak
ing people-and it was on that account that 
I was seeing him: to find out how some of 
the Chicano people I knew were getting along 
at work. "They're doing fine," he told me. 
"We have some problems, but mostly it's 
fine." A while later he gave the conversation 
a dramatic shift: "I wish someone would 
worry about my family. Everyone worries 
about the minorities. My wife says she's sick 
and tired of hearing it: the minorities this 
and the minorities that. Everyone here wor
ries about Mexican-Americans or Indians. 
Back East it was the blacks. Life is no picnic. 
I think someone ought to go study us. Look 
at my family-first I was in the army, moved 
about from base to base; then I got out, and 
I started working my way up in the company. 
It's been one move, then another. My chil
dren know how to smile and tell everyone 
they love it, they just love it, because they 
see the country, the whole world. But I hear 
them giving to the city we are in the name of 
the city we were in, and I hear them telling 
their mother that they miss so-and-so, and 
somebody else-and I stop and ask myself: 
for what, that's right, for what is all this 
moving about? To rise, to make more and 
more money? That's fine-but there comes a 
time when you begin adding up the costs, and 
you get a sick feeling in your stomach: you're 
paying for 'success' with your family's blood! 
You mentioned those migrant workers a 
while back; well, we're migrant workers, too. 
I'm not asking for anyone's pity, mind you. 
I love my work. I'd do it again, if I had a 
choice. I just want to go on the record: no 
one has a complete monopoly on problems!" 

One can only agree. One can only warn, too, 
against the danger of quickly conceived 
"solutions," however generous and well-in
tentioned. The family, poor or middle-class 
or exceedingly well-to-do, stands in the midst 
of dozens of "forces,'' private and public, 
neighborhood or emanating from far off 
Washington, D.C. Laws affect families; cus
toms do; and needless to say, economic cycles. 
Then, there are social upheavals, wars, court 
decisions: a boy goes to war, abortion is de
clared legal, mortgage rates spiral upward, 
a company lays off workers, a new tax law 
goes into effect, school desegregation begins 
or a new bussing program to ensure it 
starts-those are Just some of the more ob
vious "events" which !or millions become 
intimate family matters. I would hope that 
American families get close and sustained 
scrutiny from this committee and elsewhere. 
Many of the families I visit are for one rea
son or another in some difficulty; but for the 
most part they are working hard, or trying 
to, each member in his or her own way. Often 
they are isolated from other families. Often 
they have small or no contact with schoole, 
never mind the other institutions which ar
:fect them-a city hall, a mecUcal center, a 
tax or transportation or commt1.nication "au
thority". To call upon the worker I quoted 
earlier: "Who asks us anything? Do they 
really go out to us, try to let ns know in ad
vance what they're thinking uf doing in the 
schools, or about a road thelf're building, or 
about the kind of television our kids are go
ing to be looking at? You hear all the time 
that people don't care, they're apathetic. But 
it takes two: the companies and the govern
ment-do they really want to get a lot of 
people down their backs, speaking up with 
their ideas? I doubt it. It's easier Just to go 

ahead and start something, then take on the 
few people who complain! Sure I'm tired, and 
how many hours do I have left each day, 
when I come home? But if there was some
thing really important going on-some meet
ing or program that affected my wife and 
kids, that really meant something to us, I'd 
try to find the time." 

Ho.Pefully without being presumptuous, 
one is entitled to be a touch skeptical. Just 
as some youths, whatever the government 
suggests or offers or prompts-through a 
Peace Corps or a Vista-show little interest 
in idealistic social or political activities, so a 
good number of families are quite insistent 
that, whatever their troubles, they and they 
alone will come to terms with them. On the 
other hand, there are many youth who do 
indeed want to exert themselves on behalf 
of others, but find no real opportunity to do 
so; and there are many families who know 
full well what they and others like them 
need and might respond to: new and stimu
lating ties with schools, with hospitals, with 
certain governmental agencies, with regula
tory agencies of various kinds-sanctioned 
and encouraged rather than sporadically al
lowed in response to some crisis: a highway 
to go through a neighborhood; an airport be
ing enlarged; a court order for desegregation; 
a new curriculum, emphasizing sex education. 

I want to be cautious at this point. 'l' 0 

people in the fam111es I visit have no inter
est in being subjects of yet another "social 
experiment"-with bureaucratic red tape, a 
new army of "professionals,'' all too sure of 
themselves, and maybe brazenly intrusive 
when it comes to others. Enough rights of 
enough citizens have been violated in this 
country over the years without subjecting 
families to well-intentioned laws which may, 
finally, render them increasingly vulnerable 
to the pol.itical power of the state. It be
hooves people like myself, anxious for vari
ous social changes, to remember that federal 
authority, especially when directed at some
thing as ultimately individual, and one 
hopes, private as a family must be carefully 
wielded indeed. But equally important is t :r c 
almost crying need one hears over and over 
again for various kinds of help or direction 
on the part of particular members of various 
families. And there are the questions; over 
and over they get repeated as one becomes a 
regular visitor to homes: What is happening 
to this country-with the ever rising delin
quency in middle class neighborhoods, never 
mind the ghetto? How can we deal with the 
drug problem-as a family, and before a legal 
problem develops? What do we want our 
children to believe in-apart from winning 
or succeeding or getting ahead? What should 
they learn in school, apart from "reading, 
writing, arithmetic"? Who can one turn to
in this enormously complirated and increas
ingly impersonal society? Those are the ac
tual questions of parents I have known, and 
there are others: why do I have to move, just 
when I have settled in? Why do I have to 
move, just because I'm making a little more 
money, and they say I don't belong here, in 
the "project"? Why do I have to move
because it's "company policy", they say, just 
like they used to say, when I was in the army 
"because Uncle Sam says so!" Why do I ha-~ 
to stay away from my husband, in order to 
get welfare money; I mean, he can't find a 
Job, and I have children to feed, and isn't it 
a job, taking care of children, bringing them 
up, so why do they come here, the welfare 
people, and make me feel like two cents, and 
my kids, too? Why do they tell me one thing 
about my child, then another, call him "sick" 
or a "severe delinquent", then take him away, 
then bring him back: I mean, why don't they 
sit down and try to teach me, so I can help 
my boy and help the rest of the family, and 
not always be appearing in court with him? 

Perhaps some of those questions are plain
tive or self-pitying. Perhaps there is little the 
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federal government can do to supply answers 
to them. Yet, it is the federal government 
which writes tax laws, earmarks funds for 
schools, courts, hospitals, housing projects. 
It is the federal government which helps 
build roads and airports, which licenses 
television stations, sends men from military 
post to military post, influences in all sorts 
of ways various business and economic pol
icies. And it is the federal government, 
through what it does or does not do, which 
affects family life in America initimately: 
by a failure to help through tax legislation 
the worker I quoted from, whose wife makes 
a weekly trip with their daughter to a doc
tor's office and then a hospital, the govern
ment is making a judgment about this as
pect of family life in America. I hope this 
subcommittee will spend a good deal of time 
listening to various American families and 
to those who work with them and try to be 
of help to them-and eventually, perhaps, 
find itself in a position to make some judg
ments of its own a.bout how more American 
families might live what they feel to be less 
harassed, calmer and surer lives. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. JAMES J. O'TOOLE 

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcom
mittee: This morning I should like to make 
a few brief remarks that a.re a distillation of 
the report on Work in America and this last 
summer's Aspen workshops on Education, 
Work and the Quality of Life. For the rec
ord, I would like to submit documents from 
these two projects as extensions of my re
marks. 

I shall confine my comments here to some 
of the national labor and welfare policies 
with which you are concerned, and particu
larly to how these policies relate to family 
life in America. My testimony is in three 
parts. First, I shall present some evidence 
about what work means to the life of an in
dividual. Specifically, I will focus on the ef
fects on family structure of either the lack 
of work or of work that offers insufficient 
financial, soci .. l or personal benefits. Sec
ondly, I shall present an illustrative frame
work with which one might view the im
pact on the entire generational spectrum of 
Americans of the way we allocate work op
portunities. Finally, I shall present an argu
ment for a reformulation of national work 
and welfare policies in order to strengthen 
family ties among the poor. 

I. WORK AND FAMILY STABILITY 

Work is a word that is overworked by poli
ticians, news commentators, educators, clergy 
and parents. That we use it indiscriminately 
and incorrectly in common speech is of little 
consequence to the subcommittee, but that 
we define work narrowly and carelessly in the 
creation of federal policies and programs 
should be of prime importance to these in
vestigative hearings. In almost all federal 
programs, work is equated with pa.id em
ployment. Using housework as an example, 
we can see the harmful social, economic and 
psychological consequences of the current 
definition. A housewife, by this definition, 
does not work. But, ironically, if her services 
are replaced by a housekeeper, a cook, or a 
babysitter, these replacements are defined as 
workers because their salaries contribute to 
the Gross National Product. 

It is clearly an inconsistency to say that a. 
woman who cares for her own children is 
not working, but 1f she takes a job looking 
after the children of another woman, she is 
working. The economic consequences for 
mothers and their children of this logical 
inconsistency a.re seen in the eligibility re
quirements for federal programs in welfare, 
child care and social security, to name only 
a significant few. In social and psychological 
terms, this equation of work and money has 
produced a synonymity o! "pay" and "worth." 
Accordingly, work that is not paid is not 

considered to be as valuable as paid work. 
One wonders what the effects of this den
igration of unpaid work are on the current, 
apparent unwillingness of some mothers and 
fathers to devote time to the proper care 
and upbringing of their children. As a soci
ety, we may have dangerously downgraded 
the most important work a human can per
form. 

For the sake of our children-and the fu
ture of our society-an alternative definition 
of work might, therefore, serve as a better 
guide to policy makers in the Congress and 
in federal agencies. The Work in America 
task force suggested that, for official pur
poses, work should be considered as "any 
activity that produces something of value 
for other people." This is more than a se
mantic quibble; we shall see the operative 
importance of a redefinition of work when 
we come to our discussion of welfare policies. 

Now that I have offered that it is useful to 
view work as an activity that produces some
thing of value !or other people, I would like 
to call attention to the things that work 
produces for the worker himself. The first 
personal function of work is economic. We 
work to provide food , clothing, and shelter. 
There are also several less obvious psychologi
cal purposes or functions of work: 

1. Work contributes to self-esteem
Through the mastery of a task one builds a 
sense of pride in one's self. The job tells the 
worker that he has something of value to 
contribute to society. The work place, then, 
is the major focus of personal evaluation. 

2. Work is also the most significant source 
of personal identity-We identify who we are 
through our jobs. We say, "I am a college pro
fessor" or "I am a housewife" when someone 
ask3 "who are you?" A consequence of this 
work-connected identification is that welfare 
recipients and the retired become nobodies. 

3 . Work is a prime way for individuals to 
impose order, control or structure on their 
world. From this perspective, we see that the 
opposite of work is not free time or leisure; 
it is being victimized by disorder or chaos. 

In short, work offers the individual self
sufflciency, status, identity, self-esteem and 
a sense of order and meaning. Consequently, 
if the opportunity to work is absent, or if the 
nature of work is not sufficiently rewarding, 
severe repercussions are likely to be experi
enced by the individual worker and his or 
her family. To document this relationship, I 
should like to refer to findings from several 
major studies of family life and employment: 

1. Loss of work has been found to produce 
chronic disorganization in the lives of par
ents and children. Among the long-term 
unemployed, attitudes toward the future and 
towards the home and community, have been 
shown to deteriorate. Family life loses its 
meaning and vitality for these individuals. 

2. The children of long-term unemployed 
and marginally employed workers uniformly 
show poorer school grades. 

3. Despite the popular notion that unem
ployed people fill their free time with in
tensified sexual activities, studies show that 
the undermined egos of former breadwinners 
lead to diminished libidos 

4. The physical and mental health of the 
unemployed tends to deteriorate. For ex
ample, there is a clear correlation between 
unemployment and the onset of schizophre
nia. 

5. There is a demonstrable relationship be
tween a family breadwinner's work experi
ence and family stability. Sociologist Frank 
Furstenberg reviewed 46 separate studies of 
work experience for the Work in America 
project a.nd concluded that "economic" un
certainty brought on by unemployment and 
marginal employment is a principal reason 
why family relations deteriorate." 

6. Sociologists have attributed the high 
rate of illegitimacy among poor people to 
the occupational uncertainty of men. Lee 

Rainwater found expectant mothers rejecting 
marriage if their sexual partners were un
employed or had poor occuoational prospects. 

7. Manpower economist Michael Piore has 
developed a Dual Labor Market Theory that 
helps to explain the relationship between 
the nature of employment and the ability 
to sustain a nuclear family. He describes a 
secondary labor market that is distinguished 
by low wages, poor working conditions, con
siderable variability in employment, little 
security, harsh and arbitrary discipline and 
little opportunity for upward mobility. Poor 
people are drawn to this market because 
they do not have the social or skill char
acteristics required for employment in the 
primary market. What is significant for these 
hearings is that Piore has shown that the 
secondary market does not meet the social 
and economic requirements of those who 
wish to establish a stable family. 

8. Anthropologist Elliot Liebow has found 
a relationship between the frequency and 
nature of employment of men on the one 
hand, and their willingness to form stable, 
nuclear families, with the mothers of their 
children on the other. Liebow's landmark re
search among ghetto dwellers in the District 
of Columbia offers the most poignant evi
dence we have of the correlation between 
mother-headed families and the underem
ployment and unemployment of street 
corner men. 

9. My own research in Watts in Los Angeles 
and among the non-white population of 
Cape Town, South Africa reveals a striking 
similarity in family structure in these two 
geographically distant communities. In both 
Watts and Cape Town, there is a high per
centage of mother-centered families found 
among the poorest people. In both com
munities, mother-centered families a.re more 
frequent when the father ls chronically un
employed, employed irregularly or employed 
in a job that will not permit him the social 
and economic dignity and security needed to 
assume the breadwinner's role in his family. 

10. Divorce and separation rates for the 
poor are not greatly different than the rates 
for the middle class. Significantly, however, 
the remarriage rate among the poor is con
siderably lower than among the middle 
class. Poor women, once they have been the 
victims of an unsatisfactory marital experi
ence, tend to be unwilling to repeat the ex
perience with another high-risk mate. For 
this reason, and not looser morals, statistics 
for mother-headed households are higher 
among the poor. Unemployed or underem
ployed men simply are not seen as good 
remarriage material. 

In summary, the evidence is overwhelm
ing that unemployment and underemploy
ment among breadwinners is the primary 
factor leading to continued marital instabil
ity among the poor. The absence of work, or 
work that fails to fulfill the function of 
economic security, self-esteem, identity and 
a sense of mastery over the chaos of one's 
environment, will not provide the stable 
basis required to build a lasting familial 
relationship. 

IL ACCESS TO WORK 

Although the work and family problems 
of the disadvantaged deserve the lion's share 
o! our attention because these problems are 
so terribly damaging to human development, 
it is still worth a moment to analyze the way 
we allocate access to work across our entire 
population-if only to put the problems of 
the poor in sharper focus. This not terribly 
sophisticated perspective, illustrated on the 
chart I have posted, serves to point up differ
ences in sex, race and generational access 
to work and helps us to identify some of the 
possible effects these differences might have 
on faxnily life. In looking at the chart, we 
should keep in mind that most of the major 
pieces of federal social legislation either a.re 
responsible for the divisions and problems 
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that we find here, or they were designed to 
support existing divisions. 

I should like to make three preliminary 
points a.bout the uses of the chart. First, the 
way in which our society is now structured 
promotes a particular canonical path through 
life for its individual members. The ways in 
which we a.re supposed to attach meaning to 
life, to develop opportunities, and to gen
erate our senses of societal purpose derive 
their sanction from the architecture of our 
culture. 

Second, certain of our social structures do 
not do very well what they are meant to do. 
What I wish to emphasize here ls that even 
the established and approved ways of living 
are difficult to come by. 

Third, probably no one passes successfully 
through life along the prescribed canonical 
path. There ls nevertheless the likelihood 
that those of us who do not proceed down 
the mainstream do so with a lively awareness 
of the tension between our own choices and 
the path which ls supposed to be encouraged. 
Although few approach the norm, it is the 
norm against which people measure them
selves. 

The chart helps us to visualize the canoni
cal path that begins with an infancy of two 
or three years, during which the family is the 
controlling presence. As in traditional so
cieties, the family is the basic unit which 
embraces living, working, and learning. There 
follows a period of childhood, when peer 
groups, the school, and, especially recently, 
the various media compete in influence with 
the family. During the period of youth
Which is more and more being prolonged-it 
is the institution of education that becomes a 
controlling presence: today, the structure of 
our society prescribes that youth means 
schooling, mostly formal. Here, too, but grow
ing less common, may be located some first 
passes at trial employment. 

Freed from the educational institution, 
the new adult embarks abruptly on his 
career. His work occupies most of his time, 
and it is sharply set off from his two other 
prime concerns: leisure (the whole nexus of 
entertainment, social and civic and recrea
tional activities, and whatever amount of 
continuing education he decides to engage 
in), and, most importantly, family. And at 
the end of his working life-which is more 
being shortened-the adult enters a period 
of retirement. Free time, either voluntary, 
enforced, or some combination of the two, 
becomes the key motif. His dependence in
creases as he becomes older, and finally he 
may be placed in an institution at the ap
proach of death. Viewed in this manner, life 
becomes a kind of maintenance path along 
which we are expected to slide irreversibly. 

For which groups is society not prepared 
to ease the passage along the linear progres
sion? An obvious group-suggested by the 
fact that we use the masculine pronouti. when 
we describe the canonical path-is women. 
In spite of our equalitarian motives, girls and 
boys do not receive the same kind of sociali
zation and education. Nor, perhaps, should 
they. Nevertheless, girls' expectations of life 
are different because they are taught to 
stake different claims on life. Sex stereotypes 
and the role which they play in encouraging 
widely divergent life choices have only re
cently begun to be understood. On the whole, 
it is still very much the case that the careers 
which girls are supposed to pursue are meant 
to be secondary to the careers that men do 
pursue. John will grow up to be a lawyer, Jill 
his secretary. 

And the labors in the home and with their 
children that adult women engage in a.re 
not "really" work, because they are not re
warded financially, as I have said. And a 
lifetime of housework does not provide ellgi
bility for retirement. 

Disadvantaged minorities, too, are not well 

served by the canonical pa.th. They receive 
inferior educations, and they experience dif
ficulty in entering and staying in the work 
world. At the end, they often find themselves 
without adequate retirement funds. Other 
outgroups-the insane, t~'le chronically ill, 
the involuntarily unemployed---spend their 
lives in warehouses designed to contain them. 
Adulthood, for them, is not a period of earn
ing which follows education. It is not a period 
in which work supports family and leisure 
a.cti vi ties. 

What this chart helps us to do, then, is to 
identify certain problems associated (a) with 
the ways we divide the time of our lives, (b) 
with the ways we provide access to institu
tions like work and the family that validate 
our legitimacy as contributing members of 
society and ( c) with the ways our national 
programs and policies support the current 
structure. Let us further examine four of the 
problems. 

1. THE SEGMENTATION OF LIVES 

As I have said, moot working Americans 
follow a monolithic path through life in 
which education is synonymous with youth, 
work with adulthood, and retirement with 
old age. Several problems result from dividing 
life into these discrete, age-graded functions: 

Work, "the badge of adulthood," is the only 
fully legitimate activity of maturity. There 
is "something wrong" with someone who is 
not working: the adult non-worker is con
sidered to have and to be a social problem. 
Women who take care of their children, the 
unemployed and the underemployed, the 
dropout, the elderly-none have full "work
ing identities." They suffer both economically 
and psychologically from their second-class 
status, and so are excluded from some of so
ciety's rewards. If one were to place a trans
parent overlay on our chart that llsted the 
major federal programs and the age groups 
they were designed to serve, we would find 
that the programs encouraged this segmenta
tion of lives and did little to help the groups 
excluded from the mainstream. For example, 
almost all of our educational expenditures 
go to the age group between six and twenty
six. Our approach to the excluded is to build 
warehouses--jails, mental institutions, youth 
and age ghettos-rather than to integrate 
people into the community through provid
ing them with jobs. 

Family activities are segregated from other 
activities. In the middle years of life, par
ticularly, the worker is separated from his 
family for many hours during the day. Often, 
workers must choose between their jobs and 
their families--and many men (and, now, in
creasingly, many women) choose to sacrifice 
their families for their jobs. Indeed, it is not 
overstating the case to say that many chil
dren today are raised by one parent only
during crucial stages of growing up, the 
fathers of these children are too occupied 
with career matters to take an active or 
significant role in their upbringing. 

2. THE SEGREGATION OF GENERATIONS 

Education, the activity of youth, occurs 
at schools, which become youth ghettos. 
Work, the activity of adulthood, is performed 
in similarly age-segregated institutions. 
Retirement, the activity of the aged, occurs 
increasingly in "leisure communities" cut 
off from the rest of the world, both 
spiritually and physically. As a result the 
segregation of generations becomes a corol
lary to the segmentation of lives. 

Young people seldom, if ever, see adults 
at work. As James Coleman and Urie Bron
fenbrenner have noted, this leaves youth 
improperly socialized to the work world and 
prolongs their adolescence. Such problems 
as campus unrest and drug cultures may 
result from this age segregation. 

cut off from older generations, from 
aspects of the essential guides of experience, 
tradition. and history, young people face a 

special difficulty in coping with important 
value questions in our rapidly changing 
society. 

3. ACCESS TO WORK 

One of the clearest social problems in the 
society is the scarcity of jobs due to the 
national choice of low inflation over low 
unemployment. But this scarcity does not 
run evenly across the demographic groups 
~f society; indeed, for middle-aged white 
males the problem is minimal. To keep the 
problem at bay for this group, we have kept 
young people out of the labor market until 
they are older and retired workers at an 
earlier age. To create employment for 
middle-aged women in answer to recent 
demands, we have increasingly excluded the 
young, the old, and minority men from the 
work force. 

4. INSTITUTIONAL FLEXIBILITY 

Most jobs are organized in an authori
tarian fashion built upon the ethic of con
formity and obedience learned in the 
schools. They follow a model of set and 
simplified tasks, rigid schedules, and tight 
discipline and control. This has significant 
consequences for family life. Shift work, 
for example, has been shown to have a 
devastating effect on marital stability. More 
important, perhaps, research shows that 
adults who work in authoritarian settings 
impart a sense of inadequacy to their chil
dren. These children tend to adapt poorly to 
change and to have trouble succeeding in 
school. 

Most of us work from 9 a .m. to 5 p.m. for 
fifty weeks a year. These forms apparently 
suit many individuals. Increasingly, how
ever, workers-particularly the young-are 
demanding greater :flexibility on their jobs: 
in scheduling, in educational opportunity, 
in clothing, in personal autonomy and in 
job design. From the point of view of family 
life, it has been suggested that we need 
more half time jobs so that mothers and 
fathers can each have a paying job and can 
each spend half a day with their children. 
Alternatively, if one parent wishes to devote 
himself or herself full-time to child care 
while the other works half-time jobs will 
offer the opportunity for work during school 
hours when the child grows up. 

I have offered here only a partial catalogue 
of problems related to family and working 
life. As a society, we can organize the blocks 
of time on the chart in any way we see fit. 
What appear to be natural divisions are 
actually the artifacts of one particular 
society. For example, the length of ado
lescence is as arbitrary as what we eat for 
breakfast. It comes as a surprise to many 
Americans that adolescence does not exist 
in many cultures. But I assure you that that 
is as true as the fact that not all peoples eat 
eggs and bacon for breakfast. 

But that we can change these blocks of 
time around at will does not argue that we 
should. Indeed, great questions of persona l 
values and individual freedom are involved 
in meeting any of the problems that I have 
outlined. Given the myriad alternatives be
fore us, and the lack of consensus in favor 
of any one alternative, I would argue that 
we should concentrate our national efforts 
on eliminating the gravest injustices of our 
society in this area, rather than scattering 
our resources and energies on problems that 
are real, but cause little pain and suffering. 
For this reason, I offer you only one policy 
suggestion: you should write legislation that 
would provide work for those who want it. 
III. A FEDERAL WORK AND WELFARE STRATEGY 

The conclusions of Work in America on 
the question of welfare illustrate-if noth
ing else-the unrequited role of the intel
lectual in national policymaking. Almost 
every researcher who has studied the problem 
of family disorgan:ization 1n the ghetto has 
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come to the same conclusion: The causal 
factor is most probably the lower-class fath
er's ina.biilty to get and to hold the kind of 
employment needed for a. stable family life. 
The solution to the "welfare mess" then 1s 
to provide good, steady jobs in order that the 
men who are the fathers of welfare children 
can have the same marriage and remarriage 
opportunities as middle-class men, and so 
that poor woman can have the same kind of 
reduced economic risks in marrying and re
marrying as middle-class women have. 

Although many of these studies have been 
prepared specifically for our national lead
ers, welfare proposals and programs still ig
nore the relationship between the underem
ployment and the unemployment rates of 
ghetto men on one hand, and the numbers 
of women and children on welfare on the 
other. Even the latest welfare proposals un
fortunately offer only punitive measures de
signed to force welfare mothers (not the 
fathers of welfare children) to work. This ap
proach contradicts much of what we know 
about work and welfare: 1) we don't have 
to force people to work-almost all people 
will choose to work because of its economic, 
social, and psychological rewards; 2) welfare 
mothers are already working-they are tak
ing care of their children; 3) to forcibly re
move the mother from a home where the 
father is already absent is to invite further 
costs ·to society in delinquency, crime, drug 
abuse, and remedial education; and 4) the 
lower-cla.ss ethic calls for the man to sup
port his wife and children-and any other 
arrangement is cause for the disintegration 
of the family bond. 

Because of these facts, Work in America 
called for increased employment opportuni
ties for the fathers of children who are on 
welfare (men who probably are not on the 
welfare rolls themselves) as the long-range 
solution to the "welfare mess." In effect, we 
offered an indirect, macro-economic solu
tion instead of a direct, transfer payment so
lution contingent upon mothers taking jobs 
in the secondary labor market. 

In conclusion, I urge this subcommittee to 
create a federal work and welfare strategy 
that will aim at creating jobs for all who 
want to work. There is plenty of work that 
needs to be done in our nation, we need only 
create the jobs to do it. 

In Work in America we suggested that the 
jobs can be created in the private sector, that 
they can be good jobs, and that anti-in
flationary measures can be taken at the same 
time. 

The existence of a job will be sufficient 
in most cases to get people to work-the 
importance of work to life obviates the need 
for compulsion. There will remain some for 
whom the availability of work is not 
enough-they will need training. Again, mo
tivation not coercion should be sufficient to 
bring people into training programs. Final
ly, there will remain those who cannot work 
(for physical reasons) and those who choose 
to care for their young instead of taking 
jobs, and these people will require mainte
nance assistance. This three-pronged fed
eral work strategy establishes the primacy 
of employment policies and leaves income 
maintenance as a truly residual category
a fallback for family support. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

I wish to acknowledge the contributions 
of Work in America task force members 
William Herman, Harold Richman and Elllot 
Liebow to the chapter on "Federal Work 
Strategies" that follows. Liebow is the pri
mary author of the last section on "Work 
and Welfare." The excerpt is from Work in 
America M.I.T. Press, Cambridge, 1973. 

The chapters on education and work are 
from a draft of a report on a series of work
shops held this summer at the Aspen In
stitute, Aspen, Colorado. I wish to acknowl
edge the contributions of Martin Kaplan, 

John Sunderland and William Harrison to 
the report. The workshops were sponsored by 
the Aspen Institute, the Educational Test
ing Service, the Institute for Educational 
Development and the Academy for Contem
porary Problems. 

Further documentation will soon be avail
able in the form of a collection of papers 
commissioned by the Work in America task 
force. This book (James O'Toole, ed. Work 
and .the Quality of Life, M.I.T. Press, Cam
bridge 1974) will contain the following rele
vant selections on work and welfare: Frank 
Furstenberg "Work Experience and Family 
Life," Lee Rainwater "Work, Well-Being and 
Family Life," Thomas Thomas "Work and 
Welfare." 

CENTER FOR APPLIED RESEARCH 
IN THE APOSTOLATE 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we· 
are all aware of the extraordinary chal
lenge facing our Nation's cities as they 
strive to provide quality educational op
portunities for all our children, espe
cially children from poor and minority 
families. One of the resources which we 
possess to help face this challenge is the 
private and largely Catholic parochial 
school.system which provides a wealth of 
educational resow·ces to our urban com
munities. As is increasingly evident this 
private system is undergoing a s·evere 
crisis, arising in large measure from 
:financial factors. Under the pressure of 
events and circumstances and motivated 
by the desire to replan their activities so 
as to better serve our communities, many 
diocesan school systems have turned to 
research and planning to find answers to 
the challenges before them. 

A leading institution in this effort to 
reshape the thinking of both church and 
community about the future role of paro
chial schools in our urban centers is the 
Washington-based Center for Applied 
Research in the Apostolate--cARA, the 
highly professional, and independent 
national Catholic "think tank." One ob
server has written that despite its short 
7-year history, CARA is now "by far the 
most influential leader in the field of 
religious consulting services," certainly 
a high tribute to the vision of its 
founders. 
To assist dioceses to come to grips with 

the many-sided nature of the education
al problems facing them, CARA has de
veloped a unique plan for diocesan ac
tion built around a total self-study proc
ess. Under this process a diocese does not 
set out merely to examine, for instance, 
the problems involved in maintaining its 
schools, which is only a part of its objec
tives. On the contrary, through the use 
of evaluation, reflection, and planning, 
an attempt is made to explore the total 
objectives of the diocese here and now. 
This means not just examining the paro
chial schools but every activity of a dio
cese that brings its work into the lives 
of people. This could include general and 
religious education, CYO, adult educa
tion, campus ministry, the liturgy, 
preaching, the media-religious and sec
ular-family life and so forth. 

A total self-study process of this kind 
is both a creative and a demanding ex
perience. It involves much pulling and 
hauling until all opinions, not just the 
strongest ones, can be heard. It must be 

an ongoing movement Which does not' 
stop when the first reports are :finally in. 
The process should continue over time to 
help the diocese continuously adjust its 
course of action to the shifting chal
lenges before it. If developed with skill, 
this process can prove to be a healing in
strument whereby the different elements 
and components in a diocese learn to 
consider their own goals and needs in 
terms of the total diocese. 

Research on the schools is built into 
this process. But so is research on all as
pects of the diocesan educational pro
gram. Nothing is to be viewed in isola
tion. 

Most importantly, this process does · 
riot involve the imposition of a precon
ceived "maste.r plan." Nor does it entail 
outside experts or consulting firms tell
ing a diocese what everyone already 
knows. All segments of the diocese are 
invited to study, explore, and plan the 
educational mission together. This 
process, which, of course, benefits from 
guidance by consultants and ·research 
expertise, springs up from the life of the 
diocese itself. 

Using this self-study approach CARA 
has recently guided a 2-year self-study 
of the archdiocese of Washington, per
haps the largest and longest project of 
its kind in U.S. church history. The dio
cese and the parochial school system 
are now engaged in planning their edu
cational future on the basis of this mas
sive project. If there are answers to help
ing concerned Americans find their way 
to resolving such challenges as those 
facing the Nation's private schools, one
key instrument to assess these will be 
through research and planning like that 
done by CARA. The center does not pre
tend that its work offers any panacea but 
its work is proving extremely helpful to 
both church and community as we face 
up to one of the greatest challenges be
fore us-the education of tomorrow's 
Americans. I congratulate his Emin
cence Patrick Cardinal O'Boyle, the 
Washington Archdiocese and CARA for 
their vision in developing this project 
which offers such substantial benefits 
not merely to one denomination but to 
the entire population of the Metropoli
tan Washington area. No doubt other 
mertopolitan regions of the country will 
also find news of this project to be of 
serious interest and concern. 

This unique study-the longest and 
largest of its kind-is merely one of 
CARA's many-sided activities, both in 
the United States and overseas. Mr. 
President, I believe that in an era when 
many voices want us to decide great 
public and private issues by emotion 
rather than reason, it is extremely im
portant that we have in our private 
sector research organizations like CARA 
which seek to provide practical yet hard 
and objective information on which 
decisions can be reached. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the first issue of the CARA 
report be printed in the RECORD. This 
offers f.. brief 8-year history of CARA and 
describes not only the center's Wash
ington project but its broad-gaged poli
cies and programs. · 

There being no objection, the article 
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was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: . 
CARA: CHURCH "THINK TANK" USA 

l. :BACKGROUND 

Many persons are only remotely aware of 
CARA-the Center for Applied Research in 
the Apostolate, now an eight-year old na
tional Catholic research and planning orga
nization. And that may continue for some 
time to come for the Center's complex opera
tions, like- those of similar research bodies 
such as the much larger Brookings Institute, 
and the RAND Corporation, are not easily 
popularized. 

The Center, however, was a direct Ameri
can response to the Second Vatican Council 
which challenged the Church to bring apos
tolic research and planning into every phase 
of its life and mission. 

To be sure, the need for research and plan
ning was recognized long before the Council. 
As early as 1951, the religious superiors of 
U.S. missionary institutes had called for the 
creation of a national research center to help 
reshape the missioner's role with the emerg
ing Third World churches. This vision was 
realized in 1961 when the late Richard Car
dinal Cushing worked with the religious su
periors to create a Study Commission to plan 
the establishment of such a national research 
center. In turn, this group spent two years 
charting the groundwork for the future 
CARA. 

The Study Commission charged the Center 
to focus its efforts on the total mission of 
the Church, at home and overseas, rather 
than on explicitly overseas apostolates. It 
was further advised to avoid both the shoals 
of pure theory and the rocks of blind ac
tion-to bridge, for the Cllurch, the gap be
tween the worlds of research theory and dy
namic action. 

In charting its own course, CARA's first 
step in 1965 was to survey pric,rity Church 
needs in the research fiel<.. and to develop a 
capacity to meet them. Several critical areas 
of immediate concern turned up. The Church 
was looking for ways to develop and make 
better use of its personnel and talent and 
to respond more effectively to critical urban 
problems. 

II. BASIC PROGRAMS 

A. Church personnel research 
As a trail-blazing operation for the U.S. 

Church, the Center established a Church 
Personnel Research Program in 1965. This 
has a dual emphasis, ( 1) on selection and 
training, especially seminary formation and 
(2) effective use of church personnel: lay, 
religious and clergy. 

This unit has, among other things, sought 
to find out the real situation in the USA 
about such issues as the reasons for per
severance in seminaries and what factors 
are responsible. Its baseline work includes 
a 1968 national survey of seminaries and 
seminarians. It also completed a three-year 
planning project on better ways to utilize 
Church talent, a project done under con
tract to the Bishops' Committee on Clergy 
Distribution and produced a series of career 
development guidelines and handbooks. At 
present it seeks to encourage seminary re
newal through an innovative and quite suc
cessful venture in journalistic research, "The 
CARA Seminary Form," and through man
agement consulting services. 

CARA takes credit for being the first to 
identify the roles of the nearly 500 Church
related agencies which handle Church per
sonnel. Its research reports have been ex
tensively used-for instance, its handbook 
Assessment of Candidates for the Religious 
Life, is now a standard instrument in com
munities of men and women religious as well 
as seminaries. The Center's annual Seminary 
Directory, with its data reflecting seminary 
changes, is extensively used as an instrument 
for seminary renewal. 

B. Nonmetropolitan (town and country) 
research. 

A second major area of activity is focused 
on the role of the Church in non-metropoli
tan USA. Since 1966 CARA has been involved 
in two major thrusts: ( 1) research designed 
to help non-metropolitan parishes improve 
their ability to plan and set goals for a better 
ministry; and (2) research to help town and 
country people proclaim the Gospel to all 
those who are not members of any Church. 

This program has resulted in publication 
of a wide variety of research studies on 
pastoral planning. Among these are studies 
relating to the theology of planning, the 
social dynamics of rural areas, possible fu
ture roles of the parish, and case studies 
of local planning. Twenty-two workshops on 
research results have been conducted in 
various dioceses, and eleven courses have 
been given at Georgetown, St. Louis, Michi
gan State and Catholic University. Experi
mental field projects designed to test theory 
have been conducted in twenty areas. CARA 
is presently developing and field-testing a 
series of exercises designed to help a rural 
parish improve its planning skills. 

In the near future a field study designed to 
identify and classify the unchurched will be 
initiated in six representative rural counties. 
An inquiry into current trends in Protestant 
evangelism is now in process. It is expected 
that the program will eventually produce 
pr~ctical field-tested approaches to this im
portant dimension of the Church's mission. 

a. Pastoral Research and Planning 
CARA is "by far the most influential leader 

in the field of religious consulting services." 
The Priest, May 1972. 

1. Hi-gher Education 
A third CARA research thrust was initiated 

in 1968 to inquire into the Church's role in 
higher eduoation, with special emphasis on 
campus ministries. This unique effort con
cerned itself at first with developing a re
search framework through which old prob
lems and new challenges could be examined. 
It investigated such specific areas as the new 
role of the Sister as campus minister and the 
utility of a data bank as a planning tool for 
the campus ministry. Under a reorganized 
phase, the problems affecting higher educa
tion are being dealt with as a sub-program 
of the Center's Pastoral Research and Plan
ning Program. 

2. Diocesan Planning 
Three years ago, CARA developed a new 

pastoral program, geared initially for dio
ceses, chiefly in response to numerous re
quests from Bishops, Priests' Senates and 
Diocesan Councils. An early and striking ex
ample of the effectiveness of this program 
occurred when CARA was called upon to as
sist the Diocese of Natchez-Jackson after 
Hurrioa.ne Camille destroyed 75 of 134 church 
buildings in Mississippi. "Emergency plan
ning" help was sought from the Center. 

As it tested this new trust in diocesan 
planning, CARA first examined the twenty
five years' experience of the Presbyterians 
11.lld such pioneering Catholic activities as 
the Baltimore and Brownsville diocesan proj
ects of the late 1960's. The Center then re
sponded in 1970 to a request from Washing
ton's Patrick Cardinal O'Boyle and wound 
up developing the most thorough diocesan 
self-study in U.S. Church history. According 
to a conservative estimate, if this project had 
been turned over to a leading management 
consulting firm the cost would have been 
$500,000, a figure several times over CARA's 
charge to the Archdiocese. 

CARA's Emphasis: Shared Responsibility 
The Washington Project centered on the 

total Christian educational mission of the 
diocese, fitting the "crisis" facing parochial 
schools into this broader context. It in
volved thousands of grass-roots laity in all 
180 parishes. In a variety of ways, therefore, 

this Self-Study was indeed unique. Its 
foundation was the theology o! shared re
sponsibllity as put into effect by a "Coord
inating Committee" o! 25 knowledgeable and 
dedicated Diocesan experts and its direction 
was planning from the grass-roots upward 
rather than imposed from above. 

The Center's contractual involvement in 
the project ended nearly a year ago; yet each 
week separate teams o! three diocesan priests 
are involved in parish visitations to foster 
and measure implementation of the work 
shaped by CARA during the course of the 
study. 

3. "Model" Development in Diocesan 
Planning 

Experience suggested the need to develop 
flexible ''models" for diocesan planning. In 
accord with CARA's policy noted above, these 
could be made available- on a tailor-made 
basis at low cost to large, medium-sized and 
small dioceses. To help shape- these research 
and planning .. models," as well as to help 
dioceses themselves, the Center geared up for 
new projects in such dioceses as Nassau (Ba
hamas), Baton Rouge-, Oklahoma City and 
Tulsa, (an examination of the 'floating 
parish') and Burlington, Vermont (an in
quiry into cathedral parish replanning), with 
several other project being negotiated. 

As CARA conducts research, it also searches 
for ways to communicate the results of its 
work. In May 1971, for instance, a cross
section of knowledgeable experts and Church 
leaders joined the Center in examining the 
scope and purpose of Diocesan Pastoral Coun
cils. Their goals, purpose and organization 
were probed from various angles. Conclusions 
and recommendations were corn.municated to 
all US dioceses. Later, to aid Church plan
ners, CARA's staff prepared manuals on "Di
ocesan Pastoral Planning," and on "Planning 
for Planning." These manuals point to prac
tical answers about the goals and functions 
of diocesan pastoral planning offices and the 
role of spiritual reality in pastoral planning. 

D . Research and planning for religious 
institutes 

After several years of planning, a fifth ma
jor program emerged in 1972-a CARA Pro
gram for Religious. Despite its newness, this 
program has already engaged in separate 
studies for eight religious orders. The La
Salette Fathers engaged CARA to conduct a 
survey of the membership, to upgrade a ca
pacity for community self-analysis and to 
evaluate emerging goals and priorities. A 
world-wide study of the apostolate of the 
Atonement Friars took CARA researchers to 
three continents. A special project focused 
on Discalced Camelite parishes in Oklahoma 
and Texas. CARA did two separate studies 
focusing on promotion and management for 
the Immaculate Heart Missionaries, includ
ing a readership survey of their magazine. 
At the request of the Jesuits, CARA per
formed the analysis of extensive survey data 
on Jesuit high school graduates to evaluate 
the impact of Jesuit secondary schools on 
student attitudes. 

At the present time CARA is working with 
the Passionist Fathers (Chicago Province) in 
a survey of the membership and an examina
tion of other areas of concern; with the 
Marianists (New York Province) on person
nel planning; with the Sisters of St. Joseph 
(Chestnut Hill, Pa.) on an extensive at
titudinal survey of the membership in prep
aration for a General Chapter; and with the 
Divine Word Missionaries in the development 
of a centralized computer-based personnel 
information system embracing the more than 
5,600 world-wide membership of the Society 
in 36 countries. 

Demonstrating the advantages of the Cen
ter's wide scope o! interests as reflected in its 
programs, the Religious Life Program draws 
upon the resources of CARA's other pro
grams, as well. CARA's Seminary Program, 
!or example, one of the Center's Personnel 
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programs, provides l'egular consulting serv
ices in the development of a spiritual forma
tion program for the college seminary of a 
major religious order. 

In addition, the Religion Life Program in
cludes among its affiliated activities the na
tional workshops for religious conducted by 
the Passlonist Institute for Religious. 

In retrospect, this activity developed con
sistently in line with a planning document 
prepared for itself by the Center two years 
earlier, a sign of the Center's policy that it 
must and can project its own course. 

E. Overseas 
With its foundations rooted in missionary 

Institutes, CARA has, from its inception, pos
Mlssed a strong overseas orientation. In 1966 
the White Fathers' research and information 
center, AFRIC, became the nucleus of CARA's 
overseas clearinghouse operations. The Cen
ter also developed various studios such as a 
proposed National Mission Training Insti
tute. More recently CARA staff have traveled 
to Brazil, Europe, Japan and Korea on re
search projects for religious communities as 
well as to help establish a Church-related 
institute in Japan. 

m. BROAD NATIONAL ROLE 

Under the direction of CARA's central 
management services to church clients are 
flexibly provided with the a.id of staff, asso
ciates, and when useful, specialized external 
consultants. At present the Center is con
tinuing its involvement in specialized proj
ect s such as studies on the power and in
fluence of religious symbolism and the rela
tionship of the doctrine and devotion of the 
Sacred Heart to Church renewal. Over time, 
some of these projects may lead to the de
velopment of a full program focusing on a 
specific area of Church renewal. Over time, 
some of these projects may lead to the de
velopment of a full program focusing on a 
specific area of Church life, such as career 
development. 

As it responds to the pressing needs of 
Church clients, however, CARA tries not to 
get lost only in providing services which may 
help solve a specific problem. As an impor
tant but secondary consideration, services 
done for church clients help bring in neces
sary operating funds. Moreover, they enable 
:the Center to keep in day-to-day touch with 
the research needs of a cross-section of the 
Church. 

But CARA's charter and purpose require it 
to assume a broader national research role 
than the rendering of services requested by 
Clients. CARA was founded in the hope that 
it would also stimulate Church-related re
searc:1 and planning throughout the U.S. 
Church. In carrying out this purpose, the 
Center undertakes various activities whose 
impact is often not sef!n until long after
ward. CARA was founded also to encourage 
coordination and cooperation among Church 
researchers and planners. 

CONCLUSION: FUTURE PROSPECTS 

CARA can be called upon by any Church 
body or unit needing research help. In ur
gent cases, the Center has even found funds 
to help underfinanced clients pay for these 
services. 

America's Editors wrote in 1965 that CARA 
has "brains, professionalism and plans" and 
prophesied that "it shall be heard." Since its 
founding, CARA-like most Church bodles 
during the post Vatican II era-has had its 
share of ups and downs, mistakes and disap
pointments. As evidenced by its growing pro
grams, however, the Center is being heard as 
the voice of the U.S. Church's la.test and most 
modern apostolate, pa-storal research and 
planning, at home and overseas. 

FOREST RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the 
President's Advisory Panel on Timber 

and the Environment has submitted its 
:findings and recommendations to the 
President. The essential thrust of this 
document is that many hard questions 
must be faced and answered by public 
officials and private citizens if we are to 
move this Nation toward the difficult task 
of better management of our Nation's 
forest resources to meet the many and 
varied needs of our people. 

As is the case with any discussion of an 
issue of such great and immediate im
portance to so many people, the panel's 
report will no doubt engender substan
tial controversy and debate. This is as it 
should be. 

We cannot allow this report to be 
placed on a shelf alongside the reports 
of the multitude of commissions and 
panels that have been formed in the past 
to study every conceivable issue of in
terest to the American public. If we do 
allow this to happen, we will have per
petrated an inpardonable offense against 
the well-being of future generations. 

As a nation we have drifted hither and 
yon for far too many years in our fail
ure to face the critical issues involved in 
forest resource management. We are at 
the point where we can no longer enjoy 
the luxury of benign neglect of this mat
ter in hopes that it will solve itself or go 
away. 

I urge each of my colleagues to review 
this report and participate in the public 
dialog which is certain to follow. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the summary of the panel's report be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SUMMARY OF THE R EPORT OF THE PRESIDENT' S 

ADVISORY PANEL ON TIMBER AND THE EN
VmONMENT 

PART I(A ) : MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

The Advisory Panel on Timber and the 
Environment recommends to the President 
that : 

1. The President issue a statement or proc
lamation to the Nation, emphasizing the 
unique renewability of the timber resource, 
and the opportunities to improve substan
tially the productivity and the value of the 
Nation's forest resources to meet the multiple 
demands now being made and likely to be 
made in the future on these forests; and 
emphasizing that forest resources are to be 
cherished, nurtured, and used. 

2. The President require the Federal agen
cies concerned with forests to prepare a com
prehensive nationwide program of forest de
velopment and timber supply covering the 
periods 1973-85, 1986-2000, and 2001-20, 
which will convert into specific programmatic 
terms the general proposals of this report. 
Such comprehensive programs should in
clude: Expansion of recreation and wilder
ness areas where appropriate; protection o! 
water supplies; protection of fragile soils and 
erodable steep slopes by their withdrawal 
from timber harvest; protection of wildlife 
including rare and endangered species of 
plants, animals, and birds; improved utiliza
tion o! wood fiber for all its varied uses; 
assistance to owners of private forest lands 
in the management of their forests for in
creased output; and harvesting of timber 

1 Fuller statements of these recommenda
tions and of reasons for them are found 
throughout the Panel report, as are other rec
ommendations on a number of pertinent 
subjects. 

from the national forests on a schedule com
mensurate with their productive capacity 
and sufficient to make their proportionate 
contribution to national timber needs. This 
comprehensive program should be carefully 
monitored by the Forest Policy Board, pro
posed later. 

3. The Federal land-administering agencies 
and the Congress accelerate their efforts to 
complete the National Wilderness Preserva
tion System as rapidly as possible. The Fed
eral land-managing agencies and the Con
gress should develop a system of quasi-wil
derness areas in the Eastern United States, 
in which low-intensity outdoor recreation 
will be possible under natural forest condi
tions. 

4. The commercial forest lands not with
drawn for wilderness or other specific uses 
should be designated for commercial tim
ber production and other compatible uses 
and be managed in accordance with appro
priate national policies. 

5. The Federal agencies continue to reserve 
from timber cutting all lands under their 
jurisdictions where sites cannot now be 
logged without causing unacceptable en
vironmental damage; such reservation to 
continue until the means of timber manage
ment and harvest have improved so that such 
lands can be safely harvested. 

6. The Forest Service, the Bureau of Land 
Management, and all other pertinent Fed
eral agencies, improve the environment on 
forest lands under their jurisdictions by es
tablishing road building standards and log
ging practices that minimize site distur
bances, while at the same time retaining all 
proven and efficient methods of timber har
vest, including clearcutting, under appro
priate conditions. These agencies should 
skillfully apply the best silvicultural and 
conservation measures in forest management, 
particularly in timber harvest and forest 
regeneration. The need to economically and 
intensively manage the new forest crop as 
well as manage the existing timber crop shall 
receive due consideration. 

7. In order to help dampen short-term 
fluctuations in softwood lumber and ply
wood supply, interested public agencies and 
private industry representatives should make 
periodic (perhaps monthly) reviews or anal
yses of the prospective demand and supply 
situation for the various wood products, in 
order to discover possible imbalances and 
warn against them. Such reviews would be 
similar to those now made in the Department 
of Agriculture for agricultural commodities, 
but should involve both suppliers and users 
of wood products to a major degree for the 
knowledge such groups can contribute and 
also as a means of making the projections 
more widely known and more effect ively used. 

8. The annual harvest on lands available 
for commercial timber production on western 
national forests can be increased substan
tially. Analyses based upon nationwide forest 
inventory data indicate possibilities for in
creasing the old growth cutting rate in the 
range of 50 to 100 percent. The Panel's con
sultant believes that on four forests analyzed 
in his report, the annual harvest rate should 
average 39 percent more, than is now pro
posed in recently prepared Forest Service 
plans. The Panel recommends that the For
est Service promptly review and revise policies 
for allowable cut determinations including 
rotation period determinations, stocking ob
jectives, and old growth management policies 
for the western national forests. The precise 
revised level of harvest must be worked out 
for appropriate geographical areas and must 
consider, for each area, condition of existing 
timber stands, road accessibility, market de
mands, impact on non-Federal forests, and 
future timber supplies and do so within the 
limits of sustained yield. The Panel recog
nizes that an accelerated harvest of old 
growth timber in national forests should be 
undertaken only provided that adequate pro-
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vision is made for :financing whateve·r inten
sified timber management is needed to sup
port the new level of harvest. If harvest on 
national forests ·during the 1970's is acceler
ated, it will tend to reduce pressure for har
vest of timber from private forests, thereby 
tending to increase their growth of timber 
in this and later decades. 

9. The Forest Service carry out an acceler
ated program of timber growing, stressing 
immediate regeneration, on national forests, 
in accordance with the foregoing recom
mendations and with the funds proposed in 
later recommendations. The objective of this 
accelerated program ls to increase the growth 
of wood on national forests for harvest in 
later decades. 

10. The Federal Government maintains in
centive programs to encourage private land
owners to follow forest management pro
grams which protect the environment and 
to increase future timber supplies from their 
forests. Such programs should maintain Fed
eral income tax incentives; should include 
advice and services to forest owners and 
their associations; and should include cost
sharing for intensive forest management 
practices, including provision of seedlings. 
New programs should be developed on a trial 
basis by providing :financial assistance to 
lessees of land whose forests are combined by 
lessors of appropriate types into efficient for
est management units. 

11. Government and industry should con
duct and support research to promote tech
nological innovation in forest management 
and in wood utilization and help develop less 
destructive logging equipment. Particular at
tention should be given to methods of tim
ber harvest on fragile sites and to commercial 
thinnings. 

12. The President require all the Federal 
agencies having responsibility for manage
ment of wilderness areas to develop, in co
operation with wilderness users, democratic 
and equitable systems of managing use of 
wilderness areas within their carrying ca
pacities, considering the nature of the wil
derness experience as well as the wilderness 
ecosystem. 

13. The President require Federal land 
managing agencies, especially the Forest 
Service, to undertake management practices 
to direct and control all nontimber uses 
made of the lands; to recognize that the day 
of unlimited public use of Federal recrea
tion areas is over, and that recreation and 
other nontimber uses will have to be con
trolled and managed just as management has 
been applied over many years to timber grow
ing and harvest and to grazing use. 

14. The President require the Federal agen
cies concerned with the administration of 
outdoor recreation on Federal lands to devise 
and apply systems of charges or fees for 
recreation activity which are administra
tively feasible, equitable to users, reflect the 
value of the recreation opportunity, and re
flect the costs of providing the recreation 
a.rea and its facilities. 

15. The United States continue to import 
and export forest products of all kinds when 
it is in the best long-term interests of the 
Nation to do so, but that, until some of the 
recommendations herein for increasing tim
ber supplies can be implemented, the execu
tive branch negotiate with Japan to reduce 
the disruptive log buying activities in the 
Northwest. 

16. The President consider, as one solu
tion, the creation of a permanent national 
board or council on forest policy to reporl. 
to the President or other appropriate offices 
in the White House, with a small group of 
citizen (not Federal employee) members ap
pointed by the President. The council should 
examine all aspects of forest policy, on lands 
of all ownerships, and annually or more 
frequently recommend action to the Presi
dent, the Congress, and the Nation, as ap
propriate. 

17. A better method of more adequate and 
more timely :financing of forest management 
programs on all Federal forest lands is essen
tial. Such a method must recognize the 
long-term nature of forestry and be based 
upon sound economic concepts of intensive 
forest management; programed expenditures 
and investments must be related to antici
pated returns. It is recommended that the 
President direct the Office of Management 
and Budget, with solicited help of the Gen
eral Accounting Office and independent con
sultants, to devise a management and :finan
cial plan that will best meet the special 
needs of good resource management and at 
the same time conform to the established 
requirements of good government. 

18. An amendment to the fiscal year 1974 
budget be processed to provide sufficient 
funds for the offering of the full allowable 
cut on every national forest where there is 
that volume of market demand. 

19. The President propose an increased 
annual Federal expenditure for forest de
velopment of the general order of $200 mil
lion. This is desirable and necessary inas
much as implementation of the preceding 
recommendations will, at best, take some 
time and the forestry programs, especially 
the accelerated harvest of mature timber 
from national forests, proposed by the Panel 
merit such critical support. The President 
should make it clear that this is an invest
ment, not merely an outlay, which should 
return to the Treasury more than it costs; 
and he should find ways of establishing an 
investment account for public forestry pro
grams. 

20. Finally, the President provide a suit
able forum or means of enlisting review 
and discussion of this report, especially the 
policy recommendations, by responsible and 
informed persons inside and outside of gov
ernment. The Panel members are prepared 
to participate. 

PART I(B): ABSTRACT OF THE REPOR'!' 

The panel's assignment 
The President's Advisory Panel on Timber 

and the Environment was appointed to carry 
out the following activities: 

"* • • to study the entire range of man
agement problems. The Panel will advise the 
President on matters associated with increas
ing the Nation's supply of timber to meet the 
growing housing needs while protecting and 
enhancing the quality of our environment. 

"The Panel will make recommendations on 
such matters as the desirable level of timber 
harvest on Federal lands and methods of ac
complishing the harvest while assuring ade
quate protection of the environment; the 
costs and benefits of alternative forest pro
grams; timber sales procedures; and the pos
sibilities of increasing timber productivity on 
non-Federal lands." 

The Panel has interpreted its charge 
broadly. Its report considers the entire for
est resources of the United States, public and 
private, and their contribution to national 
well-being. The report examines the relation
ship of imports and exports to the national 
timber supply and the role that the U.S. 
forest resources have played and can con
tinue to play in the world forest economy. 

The timber controversy 
The Panel's appointment was the direct 

result of public concern over two issues: 
The national housing program, and growing 
awareness of need for protection of the 
environment. 

The Congress set a goal of 26 million new 
housing units to be built during the decade 
beginning with 1968. If fully achieved, this 
program would result in much needed hous
ing for people of all Income levels. Funding 
and initiating the program required builders 
to place large orders for lumber and plywood. 
Ya.rd and mill stocks were quickly reduced 
and prices advanced sharply. For a time tt 

seemed· that the entire housing goal was 
threatened. 

At the same time citizen groups in the 
Bitterroot Valley in Montana, near the 
Bridger National Forest in Wyoming and near 
the Monongahela National Forest in West 
Virginia were vigorously objecting to clear
cutting timber from these forests. They 
found a sympathetic forum for their protests 
in the Congress; also many conservation and 
preservation organizations quickly rein
forced their ranks. Public concern over man
agement practices and perceived priorities 
on Forest Service lands also involved, of 
course, the executive branch. If the housing 
program were not to stop, large quantities of 
timber were required. A major portion of it 
would have to come from the national for
ests as these contained 51 percent of the 
Nation's softwood inventory. Moreover, the 
fact that production and use of alternative 
building materials would impose greater en
vironmental disturbance than does produc
tion and use of wood argued for its continued 
preferential use. Other essential uses for 
wood continued, hence the total volume of 
wood demanded increased faster than logs 
could be cut and processed. This set off a 
sharp price rise which recurred in 1972, and 
is still underway. 

Builders blamed the lumber and plywood 
industry and demanded price controls; the 
industry blamed the Forest Service for not 
selling more timber; the Forest Service was 
unable to respond to the increased demand 
but responded to environmental pressures by 
increasing its attention to details of timber 
sale planning and all multiple use objectives 
thereby making its road and timber activities 
rapidly escalate in cost. Actual and threat
ened court injunctions instituted by the 
Sierra Club, the Environmental Defense 
Fund, and other groups against timber sales 
further slowed the sales program. Preserva
tionists insisted that the National Environ
mental Protection Act required the Forest 
Service to file environmental impact state
ments before opening additional forest lands 
to harvest. This and other constraints to 
preserve a balanced program vastly increased 
the work required to prepare timber sales, 
while Service manpower ceilings remained 
constant and then were reduced under rul
ings of the Office of Management and Budget. 
Consequently, instead of increasing, sales 
offerings declined. As frustrations mounted, 
awakened emotions heated rapidly. Impa
tient citizens seeking improved housing were 
ultimately penalized by the conflicts as lum
ber and plywood prices soared. 

Late in 1972, Japan stepped up her log 
buying on the west coast to support her new 
housing program planned to match that of 
the United States. Prices of logs have been 
bid up to double and triple past levels. Such 
is the fast-moving situation as the Panel 
submits its report. 

Significance of forests 
Forests are dominated by trees; yet, forests 

are much more than land with trees; they are 
the complex entities resulting from the in
teractions of physical, chemical, and biologi
cal forces on some unit of land. Climate, soil, 
and water determine which grasses, herbs, 
shrubs, and trees will develop; the vegetation, 
in turn, determines which micro-animal and 
macro-animal forms will exist. Animals feed
ing on the vegetation further modify ecologi
cal relationships as the dynamics of forest 
life progress. 

Throughout history, forests have provided 
a multitude of products and services; in in
dustrialized societies the major outputs are: 
Wood for construction and paper products, 
a site for various forms of recreation, and 
water. The major consumable product is 
wood, just as farms produce consumable 
crops and livestock. Unlike substitute prod
ucts used in construction, such as clay prod
ucts, cement, steel, and aluminum, wood 1s 
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renewable. Also its conversion from logs into 
finished products takes but a fraction of the 
energy that ls required for refining and proc
essing substitute materials. When its useful
ness as a product is over, it is biodegrad
able to the basic elements of which it was 
made. Timber ls a highly versatile construc
tion material, unmatched in many technical 
properties. To dispense with it would be 
costly in money and environmental degrada
tion. 

Forests also provide water, fish, wildlife, 
and forage, in the commodity sense. Equally 
or more important are their services in build
ing . and prq,tecting soil, safeguarding water
sheds, cooling and filtering air, and providing 
innumerable opportunities for outdoor recre
ation of diverse character. 

While only timber and forage among forest 
outputs usually generate significant financial 
returns for forest owners, all products and 
services benefit society in general and there
fore are of public concern. Their perpetua
tion with unimpaired productivity ls a 
solemn obligation of all forest users and 
government. 

Critical features of American forests 
No nation on earth ls so richly endowed 

with the variety and wealth of its forests as 
ls the United States. This has been recog
nized in both the legal and moral obligations 
which society asserts to assure the Nation 
that its forest resource not be profligately 
used. Forests have always been an important 
natural resource, the use of which is deeply 
ingrained in American experience and his
tory. Such use ls expected to become in
creasingly important to quality living of the 
future. 

Hardwoods and softwoods 
The total forest area of the United States 

is 754 million acres of which 500 million 

acres are classified as commercial forest 
land. From a.bout 1910, when clearing for 
agriculture ceased to exceed reversion of 
fa.rmla.nd to forest, until 1970 the area of 
forests increased; apparently the timber 
growth rate also increased as slow growing 
old timber was harvested and replaced by 
rapidly growing young stands (table 1-1). 
Between 1952 and 1970, both total timber 
harvest and timber growth rate increased. 

TABLE 1- 1.-TOTAL COMMERCIAL FOREST RESOURCE OF 
THE UNITED STATES: 1952, 1962, AND 1970 

Area In billion board fe~t 

Year 
(million 

acres) Inventory Growth Removals 

1952 ___ _____ 495 2, 412 45.1 52.5 
1962 ___ ---- _ 508 2,430 52. 3 50. 3 
1970 ___ ··--- 500 2, 421 60. o 62.8 

The annual growth of hardwood as of 1970 
was 19.7 billion board feet and the annual re
moval was 15 billion board feet. Hardwood 
timber ls used extensively for flooring, pal
lets, furniture manufacture, athletic equip
ment and for paper manufacture. As of 1970, 
these and other uses totaled substantially 
less than the annual growth. The Panel does 
not dismiss the possibility that hardwoods 
may be in short supply in the decades ahead, 
as choice walnut, maple, ash, and oak are 
today. Nor is it unaware that hardwoods may 
be and in fact are now being used for many 
structural purposes for which softwoods a.re 
preferred. However, it ls to the critical soft
wood timber supply that the Panel was 
charged to direct its attention. 

Softwoods are used not only for lumber 
and plywood but also are favored for paper 
and paperboard where high strength and 
long fiber a.re requisites. Both softwood 

growth and softwood harvests on American 
forest lands have increased during the pa.st 
18 years but removals have exceeded growth 
with consequent reduction in inventory. Dur
ing 1970 softwood harvest exceeded growth 
by 7.8 billion board feet. These aggregate 
national relationships differ between the East 
and the West and among ownership classes. 
Eastern forests are predominantly privately 
owned by farmers and other private owners 
and forest industry. The trees are young and 
grow rapidly, and growth exceeds removals 
for all ownership classes. The situation in the 
West on forest industry and public forests ls 
the:..a,posite. Most of the western forest are 
old~owth forests where natural mortality 
offsets all or most of the gross growth. As a 
result, when harvests on these lands are 
compared with net growth, there ls a current 
net growth deficit, even though the growth 
potential of these lands is sufficient to sustain 
current removal rates. With successful regen
eration and continued good management 
following harvests, net growth on public 
ownerships will eventually equal or exceed 
the current rate of removals. On forest in
dustry lands, this will be more difficult to 
achieve at current removal rates. On farm 
and other private ownerships, the forests are 
generally younger, and growth exceeds 
removals. 

Ownership, Inventories, and Growth 
There are four major groups of commercial 

forest ownerships: National forests, other 
public, private industrial, and miscellaneous 
private which ls composed of farmers, other 
individuals, and private groups (table 1-2) . 
The differences between these ownerships are 
many, but the primary functional difference3 
are the quality of the lands for timber grow
ing and the level of investment in timber 
growing each group ls willing and able to 
make. 

TABLE 1- 2.- AREA ANO VOLUME STATISTICS BY OWNERSHIP CLASSES, 1970 

In billion board feet 

Commercial : Total softwood sawtimber volume Total hardwood sawtimber volume 
area held----------------

Ownership classes (million acres) Inventory Growth Removals Inventory Growth Removals 

982 8.6 12. 7 39 1. 3 o. 4 
223 4.0 4. 3 40 1. 7 .6 
318 10. o 16. 3 68 2.4 1. 9 
382 17. 7 14.4 368 14. 3 12. 1 

National forests_- -------------------.----- ------------- -- ------- 91. 9 
Other public_ - ------- ------------------------ ------------------- 44. 2 
Forest industry _______ • _________ --- _ -- __ ----- -- -- ----- ---------- 67. 3 
Other private ______ ------ -- --- --- __________ ------ ----- - ---- ----- 296. 2 

--------------------------------------
Na ti on a I total__ __________ --------------------------------- 499. 6 1, 905 40. 3 47. 7 515 19. 7 15. 0 

1 Commercial forest land is defined as that forest land capable of producing 20 ft3 of timber per 
acre per year and which has neither been reserved nor deferred. 

Source of table: "Forest Statistics, 1970." FS-USOA. 

The industrial group owns about 13 per
cent of the commercial land. Their growth 
rates are substantially above the others and 
their lands on the average are receiving the 
most intensive management. 

Over half of the total softwood sawtimber 
inventory stands on the national forests; in 
general, these lands are overstocked with 
mature and over-mature timber resulting in 
an average annual growth-per-acre less than 
half that on industrial lands. National for
ests, because of less productive soils, use 
constraints, and remoteness from markets, 
may never match industrial forests in growth 
rate but the gap between the two can be 
drastically lessened as stagnant stands are 
replaced by thritfy, young timber. 

Nonindustrial private lands have the 
smallest inventory per acre-too low in fact 
for optimum growth. In contrast to the other 
ownership classes, very close to half of the 
inventory on small private holdings ls hard
wood. These "other private" lands are the 
only ownership class on which softwood saw
tlmber growth exceeds removals. This margin 
between growth and removals must be ex
panded substantially to increase the propor
tion or softwoods and raise the total stock-

ing level. Because of size, quality, and owner
ship objectives, these lands are unlikely to 
achieve the productivity levels of industrial 
forests. 

The central policy issue 
The Central policy issue for meeting the 

wood needs for the 1970's and 1980's ls: at 
what rate should the old growth inventory 
on the national forests be converted to well
managed new stands to meet both current 
and future timber needs. The Panel recom
mends that national forest timber sales be 
brought up to and maintained at allowable 
harvest levels on all forests where there ls 
sufficient volume of market demand. It 
further recommends review and revision of 
allowable cut determination policies to make 
the timber output from the national forests 
more responsive to national timber supply 
needs. Rotation period determinations, 
stocking objectives, and old growth manage
ment policies can be adjusted for this pur
pose within established sustained yield prin
ciples. 

While sustainable annual harvest deter
minations should be made for each geo
graphic or economic area. of national forest 
lands, the Panel disavows any need for a 

strict "even flow" harvest policy at the na
tional forest level. This recommendation iS 
contingent on adquate provisions for financ
ing whatever intensified timber manage
ment ls needed to support the higher rate 
of cutting. 

The remainder of the 1970's is a crucial 
time for action to insure future timber sup
ply. The harvesting of presently standing 
timber, both old growth and second growth, 
will continue to be important for a few dec
ades; but, increasingly, harvest will consist 
of wood grown after 1972. For the truly long 
run, 2020 and beyond, it is timber growth 
which ls all important; and available timber 
volume in those decades depends upon meas
ures to increase growth taken in the 1970's 
and 1980's. It ls only confidence in a future 
supply of new timber that makes defensible 
a. recommendation to accelerate harvest of 
present old growth. 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVING PRODUCTIVITY 

OF AMERICAN FORESTS 

The output of all products and services of 
the forests of the United States can be in
creased materially in the next decades at 
costs commensurate with benefits. Greater 
investments of capital, labor, and materials 
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will be needed, but the most important need 
ls for bold, improved quality management. 
Nontimber values of the forest can be thus 
increased while at the same time timber 
growth and harvest are increased. Not every 
acre can be made to produce more of every
thing at an economical cost, but total pro
ductivity of American forests can be in
creased greatly for all purposes and at rea
sonable cost. 

Timber growth per acre can be increased 
in a number of ways. After harvest, fire, 
windthrow, disease or insect kill, the sal
vageable timber should be promptly removed 
and the area regenerated by natura~ti
ficial means. Where available and apprd!'f'iate, 
genetically improved seedlings should be 
planted. If such seedlings are to be used, both 
economics and silviculture normally dictate 
thinnings and intermediate selective cutting 
and final harvest by clea.rcutting. Precom
mercial and commercial thinnings, applica
tion of fertilizers, and control of insect pests 
and diseases a.re all well-tested measures for 
increasing the growth and development of 
trees suitable for sa.wtimber and veneer. 
Prompt harvesting at maturity, together with 
immediate regeneration with a new stand 
before weed trees or shrubs take over the site, 
is always desirable and often essential for 
success. A proper balance between harvesting 
and inventory is essential for maintaining 
optimum growth rate. 

The only source of lumber and plywood 
during the 1970's will be from trees of mer
chantable size now standing, whether grown 
here or a.broad. Growth of additional wood 
on these trees, growth of wood on smaller 
trees now standing, and growth of trees to 
be seeded or planted in the future, may all 
add to the annual timber growth rate and 
therefore increase the current allowable tim
ber cut even though none of the above trees 
be cut during the 1970's. Measures to increase 
growth on these lands are extremely impor
tant for the period 1980-2020. 

National Forests 
The Panel makes several recommendations 

designed to help the Forest Service meet the 
legitimate interests of citizen groups and 
to facilitate the more efficient management 
of the national forests. The Panel is con
vinced that the present annual budgeting 
and appropriation practices handicap effi
cient Federal land management. Too little 
money is provided to prepare forests for pres
ent and future multiple-use requirements. 
Response to urgent needs for protection, sal
vage, and regeneration is too slow; they also 
provide inadequately for capital investment 
inherent in proper forest management. A 
better arrangement would be one in which 
national forest revenues and expenditures 
could be brought into some reasonable rela
tionships and in which an adequate level of 
long-term funding for national forest pro
grams, including higher levels of harvest, 
could be assured. The problem in achieving 
such an arrangement is great, because spe
cial programs for national forest administra
tion, even though they be efficient, could 
create precedents for other aspects of gov
ernment where they are not justified. Never
theless, the Panel urges that continued 
study be given to this problem and that a 
long-term funding arrangement be insti
tuted. 

An immediate pressing problem is that 
national forest timber output is now declin
ing at a. time of unprecedented sustained 
demand for increased lumber and plywood 
production. The first step to increasing tim
ber supply is to get national forest timber 
sales up to present allowable cut levels where
ever there is that volume of market demand. 
Federal timber sales should be financed with 
accompanying manpower authorizations to a 
level so there is no fiscal restraint to attain• 
ment of this objective; otherwise there may 

be greater loss in receipts to the treasury 
than there would be savings in expenditures. 

For the next decade, a greatly expanded 
program of quality forest management on 
national forests and elsewhere is recom
mended. The Panel is mindful that these a.re 
times of budgetary stringency and that this 
proposal requires large initial outlays of 
Federal funds in order to be effective. How
ever, well-planned and executed timber grow
ing programs characteristically produce more 
income than expenses, thus producing net 
revenue to the Federal treasury. Such annual 
approwiations need not be treated as if they 
were- . current outlays. An apparent net cost 
outlay-often results from transactions which, 
under any reasonable accounting procedures, 
produce a. net income. The Panel recom
mends that public land management, par
ticularly where wood is a major end product, 
be carried on under accounting and financing 
procedures that reflect the capital invest
ment nature of forest management. 

Other Public 
The Panel has noted the extensive forest 

lands managed by Federal agencies other 
than the Forest Service and by non-Federal 
public agencies. This category of forest land 
ownership is the smallest of the four in 
total commercial forest acreage and in saw
timber inventory, growth and removals. 
Nevertheless, "other public" forest lands 
rank second among all ownership classes in 
sawtimber inventory and removals on per 
acre basis. Many of the :findings about man
agement needs and environmental considera
tions for national forests apply to other Fed
eral lands as well. Opportunities for im
proved productivity and better use of these 
public lands are both real and significant. 

Forest Industry 
Forest industry lands are of better than 

average quality for timber production, are 
generally well managed, and a.re being 
brought under intensive management more 
rapidly than are other classes of forest land. 
Accordingly, the Panel's chief concern is with 
the institutional factors in the country which 
affect the forest industries' role in helping to 
mold and synchronize growth and harvests of 
timber on their lands with growth and har
vests on the other lands supplying timber 
for American needs. 

A factor that for decades has plagued the 
lumber industry and added to the risk in 
t imber growing has been the sharp and er
ratic fluctuations in construction, particu
larly residential construction. Public pro
grams to stimulate housing have tended to 
accentuate such fluctuations. Stabllizations 
of residential construction and other mar
kets, would encourage continued and in
creased investments of private capital in tim
ber growing and would help to maintain a 
favorable economic climate for encouraging 
intensive management of the forest industry 
lands. 

Other Private 
A major goal of national forest policy must 

be to achieve, during the period 1990-2020, a 
relatively high timber harvest from nonin
dustrial private woodlands. Whether or not 
this goal will be attained depends largely 
on measures initiated in the 1970's and 1980's. 

The immense area, low stocking, modest 
growth, and modest rate of harvest of the 
"other private" lands makes them the listless 
giant of forestry. If the growth rate of these 
woodlands could be increased to match that 
of the timber industry forests, the effect 
would be an increase of one-fourth in the 
average annual growth of all American for
ests. Part of the problem of getting more 
output from these lands is technical, part 
is economic, and part is motivational. Tak
ing into account the present quality and 
stocking of timber on "other private" lands, 
one can only conclude that the current grow
ing stock must be improved to serve as an 

effective "factory" to produce timber for pro
jected future demands. The small area. in 
the typical ownership makes many forestry 
operations unduly costly per acre, or pro
vides only limited incentive to the owner 
to apply his resources to forest management. 
Many such owners a.re more interested in 
other benefits and values of their forest than 
gr owin g wood for harvest . 

A variety of public programs have been 
developed for these small private forests. 
Though they have aided some owners in 
practicing better forestry, it is clear that the 
overall performance of the "other private" 
forests ii, -comparatively low. The possibilit.y . . .:-'. , 
of .a. more effective type ·of proe-am tha., in- -
volves aggregating small ownerships into 
larger operating units is explored in the 
Panel's report. Such a program would offer 
the economies inherent in large-scale oper-
ations while preserving for the forest owner 
most of the advantages of individual owner-
ship. 

Major hazards to investment in timber 
growing are ad valorem and other taxes. For
estry investment, because it must be made 
decades in advance of yield, is highly vul
nerable to rapid increase in ad valorem taxes 
that may take as much as 40-60 percent of 
the gross revenue. This is especially likely 
to occur where land developments inflate 
values before the timber crop is ready for 
harvest. 

The Panel believes that according capital 
gains tax treatment to timber crops has 
greatly stimulated investment in forestry by 
both industries and individuals. It further 
believes that without this tax provision the 
timber supply problem would be much more 
severe than now forecast. 

Increasing the efficiency of wood use 
The Panel is a. ware that loss in poten tfal 

timber supply occurs through present 
methods of harvesting, processing, and use. 
Economic factors all a.long the line have 
acted to delay fuller use of the wood that is 
grown. Where forests a.re accessible by roads, 
dead and dying timber can be salvaged; 1f 
pulpmills are nearby, defective logs, tops, and 
limbwood that otherwise would be left on the 
logging site can be converted to chips for 
papermaking. Average sawmills convert but 
40 percent of the log into usable lumber, yet 
the more efficient mills convert up to 60 per
cent. Lack of an assured future timber sup
ply is often advanced as a. reason for not 
investing in modern machinery to attain 
such high yields. Competent experts have 
found that improved management a.Ione can 
often meet the same standard. Construction 
designs and techniques are known that make 
possible savings up to 25 percent :n the total 
timber required for house const ruction, but 
their use requires new labor skills, updated 
building codes, close inspection, quality con 
trol, and improved management of construc
tion operations on the building site. 

Steps are being taken by a number of firms 
to realize such savings in wood use. As lum
ber prices increase many others will be in
duced to do so. Government can hasten the 
process by granting small business loans, in 
vestment credit, and depreciation allowances 
for equipment, and ta.king such other meas
ures as will encourage adoption of efficiencies 
in processing, distribution, and use. 

Timber imports and exports 
The United States has always imported 

some wood products, and in recent years has 
become an increasingly important exporter 
of wood products as well. Trade in wood pro
ducts is relatively free; import tariffs are 
low, and exports are uncontrolled except for 
logs originating from Federal lands. Wood 
is heavy in relation to its value, and trans
portation costs, except by water, often pro
hibit long-distance movement of logs and 
lumber. Yet, the United States has a sub
stantial comparative advantage as a producer 
of softwood; its logs (and to a. lesser extent, 
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its lumber) are being avidly sought by the 
Japanese who are large net importers o! 
wood. Japan's pressing housing needs are 
leading to a sharply increased demand !or 
logs and lumber. Most wood exports to Japan 
originate i:a the States of Washington and 
Alaska. 

The United States import s lumber from 
Canada equivalent to more than twice the 
volume of our log and lumber exports. The 
Nation also imports newsprint from Canada. 
and is likely to continue to do so; pa.per is 
exported to Western Europe and to Japan. 
Our imports of pulpwood, pa.per, and related 
products were 10 percent o! our 1971 con
sumption. Our exports of similar materials 
were nearly ha.If of our imports. Exports may 
be expected to increase in the near future. 

Numerous proposals have been made to re
duce, eliminate, or otherwise control log 
exports, particularly to Japan. Conservation 
and preservation groups opposed to increased 
timber harvest, timber processors interested 
in log supply for their mills, and consumers 
o! lumber and plywood have all supported 
such restrictions. The Panel is concerned 
about the upsurge in log buying by the Jap
anese in late 1972 and early 1973 and urges 
the executive branch to negotiate a reduc
tion to past levels. 

There a.re substantial advantages, however, 
in retaining relatively free trade in forest 
products for the long term. Such trade 
brings in needed foreign exchange, provides 
more market stability for certain species and 
affords increased incentive for timber grow
ing through increased prices for logs result
ing from increased competition. 

Environmental concerns 
Many citizens, conscious o! the demands 

modern society places on our environment, 
criticize operations and m.anagement objec
tives on the national forests. They have 
found much that upsets them-erosion from 
logging roads, streams clogged with logging 
debris, spawning beds silted over, huge 
quantities of slash and defective material 
left on logging sites, and large areas clearcut 
thus offending their esthetic sensibilities. 
Some question i! long-term forest manage
ment can be practiced without soil depletion. 

The Panel has made a thorough inquiry 
into these and related matters. A careful re
view of scientific findings together with on 
site inspection revealed that most of such 
damage cause_d by logging can be avoid
ed or minimized. Many of the fears that have 
been expressed are unfounded, misleading, 
or exaggerated, often due to extrapolation 
from an isolated case to forest lands in gen
eral. For example, Norway spruce, when 
grown in pure dense stands in Saxony, did 
produce an acid soil condition that reduced 
growth. This was corrected by mixed plant
ing with alder, or more quickly by applica
tion o! lime. A meticulous study of published 
evidence o! soil depletion from forest man
agement reveals no case in the United States, 
or in Europe where records extend over a pe
riod of 300 yea.rs, in which the removal o! 
timber crops, as opposed to annual litter re
moval, has led to soil impoverishment. The 
average annual removal of plant nutrients 
due to harvested timber is in the order of 
1 to 3 pounds per acre for phosphorus, up to 
10 pounds for nitrogen and potassium, and 
somewhat higher for calcium. Such amounts 
are readily restored by decomposition of soil 
minerals, nitrogen fixation and additions 
from rainwater and dust. The accelerated 
nutrient release caused by direct sunlight 
following clea.rcutting is generally small in 
total amount and subsides quickly as new 
vegetation springs up. Erosion and plant nu
trient losses !ram well-managed forests are 
therefore inconsequential compared with 
those that occur on comparably well-man
aged, and long cultivated agricultural lands. 

Properly executed logging operations do not 
destroy wildlife habitat, though they may 
temporarily alter it. For ground-dwelling 

species such as deer and other large herbi
vores, timber cutting stimulates the growth 
of nutritious herbs, shrubs, and tree seedlings 
at levels reachable by gr.ound feeding ani
mals. Clearcutting does destroy feeding and 
nesting habitat of some insectivorous birds 
and may cause them to vacate cutover areas. 
Meanwhile, seed eaters move in to occupy the 
site. Within 3 to 5 years in the case of hard
wood clearcuts, the tree canopy is restored 
and insect feeders return. The net effect of 
forest management, therefore, is to increase 
diversity in age-classes of timber which in 
turn favors diversity in species of birds and 
other wildlife. 

Weather hazards during the construction 
processes preclude the possibility of assur
ance there will be no soil erosion from road
building, but constant ca.re and vigilance can 
keep undesirable soil movement to tolerable 
and correctable proportions. Means of reduc
ing and eliminating such damage are known 
and need to be applied. Revision of the con
tractual relationship so that the logger is 
performing contractual services to the Gov
ernment and can be denied payment for sub
standard work will help. Most logging dam
age on national forests has occurred because 
of a lack of sufficient competent manpower 
to effectively plan, coordinate, and supervise 
field operations. 

Large a.mounts of defective timber and 
logging slash are inevitably left when old 

. growth timber is cut. In fact much debris is 

. already on the ground in old growth timber 
but remains unnoticed until revealed by bar

. vesting. Fortunately, as mentioned above, it 

. is becoming feasible to remove much of this 
material for pulp chips whenever mills are 
~ea.rby or the chips can be loaded on ships 
!or export, primarily to Japan. Unsightliness 
for a brief period until the new stand reaches 
6 to 10 feet in height can scarcely be a.voided 
following harvest of old growth timber. 

The Panel finds that the Nation faces 
neither scarcity of forest land, nor standing 

· timber; neither scarcity of forest wildlife, 
nor recreational opportunities, nor existing 
and potential wilderness areas. It finds fur
ther that timber harvesting, where properly 
planned and supervised, does not ca.use floods, 

· significant soil erosion nor impoverishment of 
wildlife habitat. However, the potential for 
modern logging machinery, when improperly 
used, to cause significant damage should not 
be dismissed, nor should the need for care
ful supervision of logging operations be dis
regarded. 

Forest policy board 
There is no single agency or group whose 

sole or primary concern is national forest 
policy, and none that brings total forest pol
icy issues to a focus, or, better, avoids or re
solves crisis problems. Forest policy in the 
United States is made by a multiplicity of 
Federal agencies, private groups and individ
uals. The very existence of this Panel is evi
dence that a different approach is needed at 
the Federal level. A Presidential forest policy 
advisory board or council, reporting to the 
President or other appropriate offices in the 
White House and with members appointed 
by the President and serving at his plea.sure, 
will provide a satisfactory device !or achiev
ing a desirable focus of forest policy. Deci
sions on forest policy would still have to be 
ma.de by the President and the Congress, and 
ultimately by the whole electorate, but is
sues could be more sharply defined, extrane
ous matters more quickly disposed of, and 
alternatives for the future more clearly 
drawn, by such a board than in any other 

The Panel 's considered judgment is that 
growth on all forests o! the Nation, con
sidered as a whole, might well be doubled by 
2020 by a reasonable increase in management 
input. _ 

Forests a.re not merely growing in the phys
-ical sense; they are growing in importance, 
in economic output, and in social possibil-

- ities as well. The challenge to the Nation and 
to those directly involved in forest manage
ment is to optimize forest multiple-use po
tential. 

The full report provides considerable de
tail as to how this can be accomplished. The 
major recommendations address the bal-

. anced goals of increasing the productivity of 
forests for commodity and noncommodity 
uses in ways which protect and enhance the 
quality of the forest environment and of 
American life. 

DEFENSE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES, SPffiO T. 
AGNEW 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 
recent weeks, the Vice President of the 
United States has been the subject of a 
number of very serious charges, appar
ently arising from an investigation being 
conducted by the U.S. attorney for the 

- District of Maryland. Because of my 
. long-term friendship with the Vice Pres
ident and because of my position as a 
U .S. Senator, I feel it is my obligation to 

· speak out on this subject. 
In the first place I want to emphasize 

that throughout my f riendsh1p with 
SPIRO AGNEW, I have known him to be a 

. man of great honor and of great cour
age. As Vice President, he has served 
our country with distinction, dignity, and 
dedication, and has won the respect and 
admiration of a vast majority of the 
American people. I find it most unfair 
that he should now be subjected to char
acter assassination and conviction on 
the basis of rumors, heresay, and &pee

. ulation. 
Mr. President, in our system of crim

inal justice, trials are open to the public. 
. Investigations and grand jury proceed

ings are supposed to be secret, and usu
. ally are secret, for very obvious reasons. 

I find most distasteful the constant bar
rage of accusations attributed to 11a 
highly reliable source," or in many cases, 
to simply, "a source." Publication of such 
accusations can never further the proc
ess of criminal justice; it can only polar
ize the issues and severely damage the 
right of an individual to a fair trial. 

Mr. President, in an attempt to clear 
himself of these allegations, and at the 
same time maintain the principle of 
separation of powers, the Vice President 

. has requested the House of Representa
tives to begin an official investigation of 
the allegations against him. 

As I read article 1, section 3, of the 
Constitution, it clearly holds that im
peachment and conviction must come 

· before the institution of any criminal 
proceedings. The only alternative read
ing would be that the President or Vice way. 

conclusion P .resident could be indicted,. tried~ con-
The forests of the United States present - Vl:cted, and se~tenced, a1;1d still mamtain 

opportunities !or better service to the Amer- ~IS office. This alternative construction 
ica.n people. To be sure there a.re many is patently absurd. Given that impeach
problems in the best ma.n~gement of forests ment and conviction must come before 
o! different ownerships and o! diverse phys- any criminal proceedings, article 1, sec
ical characteristics; but problems a.re also op- tion 2, of the Constitution mandates that 
port unities. the House must hear the matter first. 
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The course of action chosen by Vice 

President AGNEW is precisely the same 
course of action adopted, over 100 years 
ago, by another Vice President, the dis
tinguished statesman and South Caro
linian, John C. Calhoun. Vice President 
Calhoun chose this course when he was 
accused of war profiteering. He was, in
cidentally, completely vindicated and 
cleared in the House investigation. 

Vice President AGNEW is clearly follow
ing his oath to protect and defend the 
Constitution in asking the House to in
vestigate the matter. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
emphasize that the Vice President has 
not had the opportunity to formally re
spond to the charges against him in the 
appropriate forum. Until he has had such 
opportunity, I urge all Americans to re
member that the Vice President, like 
every other citizen, is entitled to the 
basic presumption of innocence. 

MIDEAST OIL 
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I call 

to the attention of my colleagues an 
article in last Sunday's New York Times 
Magazine entitled "Can the Arabs Really 
Blackmail Us?" by Robert E. Hunter. 
The article is, indeed , thought provoking 
and commendably evenhanded. Its only 
fault, if it has one, is that it is rather 
optimistic about a lack of vulnerability 
on the part of the United States regard
ing political blackmail by Arab countries 
involving the use of their oil. I have 
every reason to believe that the Arabs 
will, indeed, attempt to escalate their 
demands with respect to a change of at
titude on the part of the United States 
toward Israel. Mr. Hunter recognizes and 
carefully details the economic forces 
which are operating in the Middle East 
and which would encourage the Arab 
countries to establish production con
trols. He points out that such production 
controls would be established at a level 
lower than world demand. 

Apparently, when the editor of the 
New York Times Magazine decided to do 
an article on Middle Eastern oil he 
has solicited comments on the issue from 
other than Mr. Hunter alone. It appears 
that Mr. David Hirst was contacted by 
the New York Magazine and asked to 
submit an article. Apparently his article 
was rejected. However, his article was 
printed in the Middle East Economic 
Survey. It presents a view which sug
gests a far greater likelihood than Mr. 
Hunter ":Vould foresee of increasing polit
ical uses of Middle Eastern oil. I think 
that it is important that both of these 
views be made available to my col
leagues. 

To repeat, I believe that we will be see
ing more political as well as economic 
uses of oil by Arab countries. 

What then can we de, about it? Our 
options are c:ear. 

First. We can become overwhelmingly 
dependent upon imported oil and be 
willing to pay whatever economic or 
political trfaute is demanded. 

Second. We can become overwhelm
inglJ dependent upon imported oil and 
be willing to fight for it. 
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Third. We can forego this source of 
oil and, failing to develop our own re
sources, suffer the consequences of a 
declining standard of living and second
rate status as a world power. 

Fourth. We can go to work developing 
our own energy resourcEs, free to trade 
with other oil-producing nations only on 
a no-strings-attached basis. 

It seems clear to me that the last alter
native I mentioned is the only one which 
can possibly be acce;- table. 

Early in our history as · a Nation we 
adopted the motto of "Millions for de
fense but not 1 cent for tribute." ':'here 
has been a great deal of inflation since 
1797. 

Unless we are willing to spend billions 
and move forward in our domestic re
sources developrr.eilt, we will have no 
choice but to pay tribute-tribute which 
will be much more costli, in more than 
an economic sense alone-than anything 
we have tver imagined. 

This country has been faced with ad
versity in the past and on every occasion 
Yankee perseverance and Yankee inge
nuity has saved the day. I know it can 
h appen again, but we must understand 
that the ~10w· is late. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Hunter's article and Mr. 
Hirst's article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times Magazine, 
Sept. 23, 1973] 

CAN THE ARABS REALLY BLACKMAIL Us? 
(By Robert E. Hunter) 

"We do not wish to place any restrictions 
on our oil exports to the United States but, 
as I mentioned, America's complete support 
of Z i onism against the Arabs makes it ex
tremely difficult for us to continue to supply 
the United States' petroleum needs and to 
even maintai n our friendly relations."-KJNG 
FAISAL of Saudi Arabia, interview on N.B.C. 
Television. 

"There must be understanding on our 
part of the aspirations of the Arab people 
and more positive support of their efforts to
ward peace in the Middle East."-STANDARD 
OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA, in a letter to 
shareholders. 

"There is increasingly concern in our coun
try over the energy question, and I think it is 
foolhardy to believe that this is not a factor 
in the [Middle East) situation.''-JosEPH 
Sisco, Assistant Secretary of State, interview 
on Israel General Television. 

"No Jewish blood for Arab oil.''-Sign car
ried by demonstrator outside Standard Oil 
Company of California. 

A new equation is emerging in popular 
American thinking about the Middle East. 
First, the United States is beginning to im
port great quantities of Arab oil; second, the 
Arabs remain hostile to Israel; and third, 
they a.re willing a.nd able to use oil as a 
political and economic weapon against us to 
put pressure on Jerusalem. Therefore, the 
United States will soon have to choose be
tween having an adequate oil supply and 
continuing its support for Israel. 

This is a tempting view, with apparently 
enough evidence to support it, as the quota
tions above indicate. Then what should we 
do? Abandon Israel to its fate (by cutting 
off arms supplies and monetary aid of all 
kinds)? Or cut back on oil imports from the 
Middle East (through a stringent limit on 
U .S. consumption)? The choice seems un
real, and indeed it is, despite growing anxie-

ties in the United States, a rash of state
ments in the Arab world and the flamboy
ance of Libya's Col. Muammar el-Qaddafi. 
There is no clear answer to the question of 
how likely it ts that one or more major 
Arab oil states will use our oil dependence 
as a weapon to try changing U.S. policies to
ward Israel. We must look at the problem in 
detail. If we do so, instead of panicking, we 
will find that many of our fears are unjusti
fied, and that our own policies can vastly 
reduce the difficulties of relying on the Arabs 
for oil. 

On the face of it, the facts behind the 
fears are st ark enough. Because someone 
(either the oil companies, the Government , 
or both) failed t o anticipate our oil needs for 
the later part of this decade, we were unaware 
until recently that we now must increase our 
imports of oil by leaps and bounds--unless 
we cut back drastically on oil consumption, 
which neither the Nixon Administration, the 
Congress nor the American people are willing 
to do. Unfortunately, oil production in the 
48 st ates peaked out about three years ago 
and Alaskan oil-what there is of it -won't 
be ava ilable for some time. 

Of course we do have lots of coal, but we 
face high pollution costs in digging and burn
ing it, and don't yet have the technologies 
needed to convert it cheaply into a liquid 
gasoline substitute for automobiles. We nlso 
have large reserves of oil trapped in shale. 
But it will take many years and billions of 
dollars (as well as strip-mining) to tap this 
resource. Nor will the miracles of nuclear and 
solar power become very important for dec
ades or more, and, even then, they won't help 
to power the family automobiles. So we must 
face it : either we import more oil, or we stop 
growing economically and accept serious 
damage to the environment. It is simply too 
late to come anywhere near the goal set a few 
weeks ago by the President's energy czar, 
John Love, who called for relative self-suf
ficiency in energy three to five years from 
now. 

The magnitude of the "crisis" is becoming 
plain: By 1980--only seven years from now
the United States will have to import more 
than half of all the oil it consumes, com
pared to one-third today, and only one-quar~ 
ter five years ago. That is a staggering amount 
of oil imports--10 to 12 million barrels a day. 
Where will it come from? Our first choice
Venezuela-can hardly begin to meet our oil 
deficit, especially since that Latin nation is 
now wonied about conservation of resources 
.and about the distorting impact too much 
oil income has already had on its economy. 

Nor does Canada offer an answer, despite 
poten tia lly huge reserves in the Athabasca 
Tar Sands of Alberta. For quite respectable 
reasons Ottawa has clamped export con
trols on both oil and natural gas; and even 
1f it wished, it couldn't slake U.S. thirst for 
oil. Indonesia? Nigeria? Brunei? These are all 
possible sources--and production is increas
ing rapidly in all three-but they also have 
too little oil to meet more than a small part 
of U.S. needs. 

What about the Soviet Union? The re
cent flurry of American interest in Soviet 
natural gas has obscured the true magni
tude of our prospects there: Hardly more 
than 1 per cent of total U.S. energy demand 
could come from this source. Also, by about 
1980 the Soviet Union should itself become 
a. net importer of energy. (It already imports 
some Middle East oil and natural gas, and 
exports its own energy to Western Europe 
for hard currency.) Thus, even if the Rus
sians do prove to be more politically reliable 
than some other energy exporters-and a 
conservative force in world energy mar
kets-we will still have to come to terms 
with the politics o! the one major source re
maining: the troubled and difficult Middle 
East. 
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There, at least one oil-producing country 

is almost guaranteed to remain friendly to 
the United States. That is Iran, which has 
a fathomless need for oil money to finance 
its economic development and military mod
ernization. More important, Iran is not an 
Arab country; it has consistently stood aloof 
from the Arab-Israeli conflicts; and it is quite 
willing to make a profit at the expense of 
its Arab oil-producing neighbors (in 1967, 
during the brief Arab oil embargo against 
Britain and the United States, Iran made a 
killing in the European market). Unfortu
nately for us, however, Iran's production will 
definitely not be enough to meet U.S. needs 
in 1980, even if, during a crisis, all of it were 
diverted from European and Japanese cus
tomers to the United States-which in fact 
couldn't be done. 

Only the Arab states are left, especially 
those in the Persian Gulf, which are sitting 
on more than half the world's known oil 
resources. As long as we import large quan
tities of oil-which means decades--we will 
have to draw on this pool of reserves, total
ing (in the absence of massive restrictions 
on demand) perhaps one-fourth of all U.S. 
consumption by 1980. Saudi Arabia alone 
would have to sell us several million barrels 
a day, making it our largest single foreign 
source of oil. 

But will they sell us the oil? Some popu
lous, economically restless Arab states, like 
Algeria and Iraq, have needs for developing 
capital that will exert tremendous pressure 
to sell oil and natural gas in large quantities. 
By contrast, other producers-including 
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Libya and Abu 
Dhabi-have so much oil and so few people 
that they could never spend on themselves 
all the money they would earn if they met 
future U.S., European and Japanese require
ments. Western demand in 1980 for Saudi 
Arabia's oil (20 million barrels a day, or more 
than twice its present production) could 
bring in a yearly income of more than $20-
billion at today's prices-or $3,000 per person. 
Tiny Abu Dhabi could earn $100,000 a year 
per person by then. For these states, limiting 
increases in oil production from today's levels 
would appear to be quite feasible. It is small 
wonder, then, that so many Americans now 
hang on every word uttered by Saudi Arabia's 
King Faisal and his ministers. 

In the past, fears were most often ex
pressed about a possible Arab embargo on 
oil supplies to the United States during a 
Middle East war, like the embargoes that 
accompanied the Arab-Israeli wars of 1956 
and 1967. In fact, if the Arabs imposed an 
embargo and stuck to it anytime in the 
next few years, we would be in serious 
trouble. Shortly, there will not be enough 
reserve capacity in the rest of the world 
to make up the difference, and there 
won't be enough surplus stocks in Europe 
and Japan to permit them to meet our needs 
during a selective embargo directed solely 
against us. James Akins, the State Depart
ment's former energy chief, who was recent
ly appointed Ambassador to Saudi Arabia, 
has even argued that Saudi Arabia a.lone 
could ca.use us serious damage later in the 
decade by shutting off the oil tap. 

But would a.n embargo work? There are a 
few good reasons why it might not. For one 
thing, there is the persistent myth (fostered 
in pa.rt by Arab talk of "brotherhood") that 
all Arabs are a.like. They are-about the way 
all Europeans in the Common Market are 
alike. When Israel is not at issue, Saudis are 
contemptuous of everyone else, Syrians are 
outcasts, Iraqis are at odds with all their 
neighbors, and, in general, there is a wide 
variety of different opinions on any subject. 
Nor is there much love lost between Arab 
capita.ls when money is at stake, and that 
means oil. Even 1! there were a full-blown 
Jihad (holy war) against Israel, every oll 
producer would be watching every other one 
to see which was trying to carve out a larger 

place in longterm markets by violating a 
proclaimed embargo. Perhaps the situation 
has changed with the onset of a sellers' mar
ket in oil; but this ls not certain, especially 
since the oil companies will retain control 
over transport, refining and marketing even 
after their properties in the Arab world are 
taken over. 

For another thing, an oil embargo against 
the United States today-and presumably 
tomorrow-would entail real risks for the oil 
states in return. At the moment, we may rule 
out future military action, and should do 
so, for fear of prompting the Arabs to turn 
off the oil tap in anger. However, possible use 
of American military power--or some subtle 
act of force majeure-ls an implicit factor in 
the situation. One leading Arab economist, 
Dr. Youssef Sayegh, has been warning the 
producers about a possible Western military 
venture if the screws are turned too tight. 
And the Arab oil states were bluntly re
minded of American might at President 
Nixon's press conference of Sept. 6 when he 
recalled the fate of Iran's Prime Minister, 
Mossadegh, who was deposed by the C.I.A. 
in 1953 after nationalizing Western oil prop
erties. Of course, a naked use of American 
power is still most unlikely because of con
tinuing Soviet-American rivalry in the area, 
which would raise any military intervention 
to the level of a superpower crisis. On the 
other hand, if Arab calculations about U .S. 
intentions lead them to be more cautious 
about using oil as a weapon, we may benefit 
from an unintended form of deterrence. 

I n any event, the United States ls sim
ply not a "pitiful, helpless giant" in the 
Middle East, in en ergy markets or in the in
·ternational economy generally-nor is it 
likely to become one-however much we may 
dramatize the "energy crisis" today. Indeed, 
much commentary on oil has the same naive 
quality of early writings on nuclear weapons 
and the Soviet threat during the nineteen
forties: Faced with a new challenge, we in 
the United States tend to play down our 
strengths. We are also taught the wrong les
sons by some oil-company advertising which 
stimulates fears of dependence on foreign 
imports. Many of the companies, however, 
stand to benefit if the scare over Israel's fu
ture leads to restrictions on imports. In fact, 
they can't lose: Either import more Arab oil 
through them, or at home give them new tax 
and price incentive for exploration, and re
duce pollution controls. 

We should take a leaf from Europe's and 
Japan's book; in those countries, overwhelm
ing dependence on oil imports has long been 
a way of life rather than a source of fear. 
OU imports, after all, may be vital to us dur
ing the next two decades or more, but they 
are only one aspect of the most powerful 
economy in the world. Major disruptions to 
the flow of oil are at most unlikely to occur. 
In an all-out economic conflict with us, the 
oil-producing states would not escape with
out serious wounds. Furthermore, Arab oil 
ministers, like their brethren elsewhere, are 
conservative by nature. They would have to 
think about long-term markets, the long
term stabillty of the international oil indus
try, and the risk that even the threat of 
pressure on us would merely accelerate the 
U.S. effort to find substitutes for Middle 
East oil, as ls already beginning to happen. 

Also, there is a long history of failure in 
the effort to use economic weapons to affect 
major political interests, from sanctions 
against Italy over Ethiopia to sanctions 
against Ian Smith in Rhodesia over his racial 
policies. When important political interests 
are threatened-and Israel's security cer
tainly represents that to us-nations are 
wont to paraphrase the Duke of Welling
ton: "Do it and be damned." For us to do 
otherwise would be an event unique in our 
history, a fa.ct that 1s not lost on Arab lead
ers, who must calculate how far they can go 

in putting pressure on us. We should not be 
so faint-hearted in estimating our long
standing and reflexive resistance to black
mail in any form. 

Therefore, before sustaining an embargo, 
any leader of an oil-producing state will 
think very carefully about doing any real 
damage to the United States, even if a tem
porary embargo were imposed in the heat 
of the moment. Indeed, the last one-in 
1967-didn't hurt the United States at all 
(as opposed to Britain and the U.S. oil com
panies), and even then, the three largest 
producer states prevailed upon the other 
Arab states for permission to call off the 
stoppage within three months. Thus it is one 
thing for oil producers in the Middle East 
and elsewhere to cooperate within the Or
ganization of Petroleum Exporting States 
(OPEC) to push up prices a n d to take over 
control of operating companies; it is quite 
another thing for any of them to contem· 
plate doing us real harm. 

Nor, it must be observed, ls Israel as de
pendent on the United States for its ulti
mate security as its spokesmen sometimes 
assert for foreign consumption, and as is 
widely believed here. By all accounts, Israel 
is the dominant military power in the Middle 
East, and is likely to remain so even if the 
United States were not quite so generous in 
its supply of arms and economic assistance. 
No Arab can have any illusions about Israel's 
ability and will to defend itself, even with 
less U.S. support. (The United States itself 
has never had much success in putting 
diplomatic pressure on Israel.) Indeed, Israeli 
resolve is likely to be redoubled by a height
ened sense of isolation and of having its 
back to the wall. By the same token, the 
Arab states must be careful not to push 
Israel to far with oil pressure that would 
lead to a major change in our Middle East 
policies. Israel's military prowess is well
known and respected in the Arab world; 
and any serious analyst must base his esti
mates on Israel's being close to having nu
clear weapons, if it does not h ave them 
already. 

Furthermore, given the state of Soviet 
and American involvement in the region, it 
is not possible for there to be a renewal of 
major fighting in the Arab-Israel conflict 
without its being raised to an international 
crisis of serious proportions. All this is 
known by sober heads in the Arab world, 
who generally manage to discipline their 
more militant followers. (We should not un
derestimate Arab rhetoric directed against 
Israel but it ls often most intense in those 
Arab states least likely to be clobbered by 
Israel.) 

This is not to suggest that the United 
States should think about "abandoning" Is
rael to look after itself; rather that the room 
for success in Arab policy directed against 
Israel is much more limited than ls often 
thought; and that estimates of the value of 
oil as a weapon designed to threaten Israel's 
actual security must be reduced accordingly. 

Yet, even though we must not exag
gerate the possibilities of a damaging oil 
embargo against the United States-because 
of its support for Israel-a more stealthy 
form of pressure ls possible, especially by 
those states which have more than enough 
oil money for domestic use. Libya ls most 
in the news today. However, its production 
controls and nationalization of foreign oil 
companies have little direct effect on our 
oil supplies, since Libya accounts for only 
1.5 percent of U.S. consumption. What if 
King Faisal concludes that it ls more im
portant to increase prestige in the Arab 
world, through trying to use oil indirectly 
against Israel, than to clip a few more cou
pons? This possibility is far more worrisome. 

Indeed, Faisal is already under considera
ble pressure, notably from Egypt's President 
Sadat, to make his position on oll felt in the 
conflict with Israel. (Sadat, in turn, would 
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welcome the use of the oil weapon as a way 
of reducing pressures on him from Colonel 
Qaddafi to reopen :fighting with Israel.) 
Faisal may do so, because of his ambitions to 
play a much larger role in the Arab world, 
plus his great reluctance (shared by Sadat) 
to take part in an effort that could actually 
lead to war with Israel and another Arab 
defeat. For him, political pressure on the 
United States through oil could prove a 
happy middle ground, as a way of avoiding a 
war, while also buying him some protection 
against Palestinian and radical pressures 
on his throne. At the same time, however, he 
assigns a high value to his relationship with 
the United States, and the stature that 
comes from being the world's largest pro
ducer of oil. These factors on the side of 
"responsible" behavior certainly make his 
position a difficult one. 

If Faisal and the other producers do 
choose to use oil as a weapon, their effort 
would therefore have to be sufficiently sub
tle to prevent a major deterioration of rela
tions-or a crisis--with the United States, 
yet be real and substantial enough to begin 
pinching the toes of the American consumer. 
Up to a point this could be done simply 
through restrictions on the rate at which oil 
production is increased. It has been rumor
ed, for example, that Faisal has promised 
Sadat to limit--Saudi production increases 
to no more than 10 per cent a year, short 
of the 14 per cent wanted by Western con
sumers. 

It would therefore be foolish to ignore the 
likelihood of increased pressure on the 
United States to change its policies toward 
Israel. Of course, the Arabs would still face 
major risks similar to those that make an 
embargo unlikely. Yet, we still need to take 
a hard look at what we can actually do about 
the pressure. Short of titanic efforts to re
duce oil consumption, the remedy must lie 
in the realms of politics and economics. 

Politically, we can begin by recognizing 
the pluralistic nature of Arab society. De
spite overwhelming concern with Israel in 
the Arab states during an actual crisis, our 
relations with many of them can still be 
based in part on factors that transcend the 
Arab-Israeli conflict. This includes concern 
for their economic development and for their 
legitimate place in deliberations on the in
ternational economy. Many Arabs are also 
less concerned with our support of Israel as 
such, than with the terms in which it is ex
pressed. It is sometimes suggested here, for 
example, that the United States could show 
more concern for the "legitimate interests of 
the Palestinian people"-in the words of the 
Nixon-Brezhnev communique of June 24-
and for the suffering of the refugees. (To 
point out that most Arabs themselves do 
little or nothing, and that we already do a 
great deal, misses the point. It is our at
titude that is at issue.) Perhaps, therefore, 
there would be some value in showing more 
simple human concern for the Palestinians 
(through more financial aid), as a way of 
seeking greater favor in the Arab world. Yet 
it is doubtful that much favor would be 
forthcoming. 

More important, we can make much more 
obvious to all concerned that we do not sup
port all of Israel's diplomatic objectives, in
cluding its current policy, soon to be ex
panded, of creating new political "facts" 
through settlements, land purchases and Is
raeli-owned investments in occupied areas. 
Supporting these policies is not in our in
terest in any event. Nor is opposing them 
(particularly if we are promoting a partial 
settlement of the conflict) a threat to any 
vital Israeli interest. 

In general, the United States has rarely 
shown much concern for the security of Arab 
countries against Israel. Whether valid or 
not, the idea of Israeli "expansionism" is a 
potent factor in Arab politics-an idea that 

the United States could offset somewhat by 
showing an interest in the protection of 
Arab states as well as Israel. (Ironically, we 
do support the security of Jordan, though 
not against Israel, without any outcry in 
Jerusalem. Unfortunately, Jordan tends to be 
a pariah among many Arab states and the 
P alestinians, so we get little credit from them 
for our aid to King Hussein.) 

The U.S. arms "pipeline" to Israel may not 
be wide open, but it can be opened whenever 
Jerusalem deems it necessary. This, indeed, 
is one of the most important psychological 
factors working against the United States 
among many Arabs. It is not so much that 
we are providing arms for Israel's defense but 
rather that we fail to limit the flow of arms 
to those Israel needs for its defense, as op
posed to a "blank check"-in Arab eyes-that 
lets Israel demonstrate its superiority over its 
neighbors. Israel superiority-and U.S. in
volvement in maintaining it-were sym
bolized by the use of Phantom aircraft 
against the Cairo suburbs in 1970, which 
greatly heightened the crisis and put in
creased pressure on the Soviet Union to sup
ply arms to Egypt. Similarly, Phantoms were 
used to shoot down the Libyan airliner ear
lier this year, and to force an Arab airliner 
flying from Beirut to Baehdad to land in 
Israel. 

We have followed an arms policy toward 
Israel that goes beyond tts needs of deter
rence and defense, and appears, in Arab eyes, 
to be a U.S. sanction for threats against the 
deterrent capabilities of Israel's neighbors. 
In general, however, it is in our interest to 
impose limits on the flow of arms to those 
levels and types that we believe Israel needs, 
without jeopardizing its ability to defend it
self. Israel might have to modify its long
standing policy of reacting to guerrilla and 
terrorist actions with direct military attacks 
on its neighbors and other offensive acts, 
but it can be argued that this tactic has 
rarely profited Israel very much over the 
years, and at times has actually made mat
ters worse. 

Approaches similar to the ones suggested 
here have sometimes been called "even
handedness," a State Department phrase 
which is condemned by its critics as meaning 
"sacrifice of Israel's vital interests." Yet a 
U.S. policy of restraint in supplying arms to 
Israel does not mean "sacrificing" anything 
vital to Israel; and if it did, the policy should 
be reversed. Nor should we fall into the trap 
of believing that selling major weapons to 
Arab oil states (as we may do with Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait) is necessary to buy 
"credit" with them "Evenhandedness" 
should mean arms-restraint all around. 

Of course, Israel itself would oppose any 
significant change in U.S. Middle East· pol
icy. Indeed, the Israeli Ambassador to the 
United States. Simcha Dinitz, has been 
vigorous in emphasizing Israel's importance 
as "America's strong democratic ally in the 
Middle East, which acts as a buffer against 
Communist infiltration and radical Arab 
subversion." But few Israelis oppose im
proved U.S. relations with Arab states as 
such, and many would welcome them. In 
general, Israel is far more concerned with 
any act that might weaken its ability ot de
fend itself, either militarily or economically. 
By adopting the policies suggested here, how
ever, we should be able to draw that distinc
tion, and, by so doing, perhaps enhance the 
prospects of Israel's future. 

Finally, it ls clear that our possible di
lemma over oil and Israel would be far less 
intense-and might even disappear-if there 
were some settlement of the confl.ict itself. 
There is now a real connection between oil 
and Israel, because some of the Arab states 
see it this way, and because the U.S. interest 
1n fuel cannot be separated from its deep in
volvement in the Arab-Israel confl.ict. In ad
dition to King Faisal's threat to use oil 

against U.S. policy toward Israel, there is also 
the possibility that a festering conflict could 
lead to guerrilla action against oil facilities. 

A permanent settlement of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict is simply not in the cards, at least 
not a. settlement brought about by this 
generation of Arabs and Israelis. However, 
some partial settlement may be possible-one 
that would also give the United States much 
less reason to worry about its oil supplies. 
U.S. support for a settlement is important, 
especially if we can give it without seeming 
to be in Israel's camp on all issues. Presi
dent Nixon took a step in this direction at his 
Sept. 6 press conference when he said: "We're 
n ot pro-Israel and we're not pro-Arab. . . . 
We are pro-peace." 

However much we may act as midwife at 
the birth of a partial settlement, we cannot 
father the child. Any partial settlement can 
be achieved in the Middle East only by Arabs 
and Israelis themselves--directly or indi
rectly-and then only if they wish it. If they 
don't , there is little we can do. There will 
be no imposed settlement: Israel alone 
could block it, even if others, like Syria, did 
not. As a result, there is a danger that we 
will get so deeply involved in the day-by-day 
details of searching for a settlement that we 
will get "caught in the middle" as, indeed, we 
are at the moment. Furthermore, we con
t inue to foster the illusion in many Arab 
minds that we could "deliver" Israel any 
time we wanted to do so. We might be able 
to induce more flexibility in Israel's position 
on various issues, but even this is not a good 
bet. The illusion of U.S. influence in Jerusa
lem will die har d; in fact, its potency may 
help to explain recent militancy against U.S. 
positions in the Middle East--such as the 
murder of diplomats in Khartoum earlier this 
year and widespread blame attached to the 
United States for the Israeli raid on Palestine 
commando leaders in Beirut. 

But the Arabs' illusion will not even begin 
to die as long as we see ourselves as a prin
cipal actor in the search for a partial settle
ment, rather than as an interested observer 
nudging all parties from the sidelines. The 
State Department has been shifting in this 
direction, but not yet far enough to change 
Arab views of our role. 

Taken together, these political efforts can 
help to reduce any dilemma we will face 
with regard to Israel's actual security. There 
are other steps as well, including standby 
rationing policies, agreements to share ener
gy during a shortage with the West Euro~ 
peans and Japanese (however limited in ef
fect this policy would be in a tight energy 
market ), and a faster search for alternative 
sources of energy, at many times today's 
level of investment, however long it will take 
to realize them. 

All of these efforts are important. But there 
is a critical economic dimension, as well. 
Whereas the political problem can be de
scribed as negative-how can we prevent the 
Arabs from limiting oil production to put 
pressure on us?-the economic problem is 
positive. Quite simply, the sparsely popu
lated, richly endowed Arab states need posi
tive incentives to raise production to meet 
Western demands for energy. This problem, 
along with the potential disruption of inter
national currency markets by oil-state 
money for economic reasons, will probably 
cause us more difficulties than anything that 
is likely to happen in Arab-Israel relations 
because of our increasing dependence on oil 
imports. Indeed, even if the United States 
totally abandoned Israel, there would be no 
guarantee that the oil would flow in the 
quantities we want, unless it were in the oil 
states' interests. After all, how can they be 
convinced that pumping oil in the near fu;. 
ture, and spending the money, will be more 
profitable than keeping production down 
until the price of oil goes up? Kuwait, for 
example, has already adopted a policy of 
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conservation, and has limited its oil produc
tion to three million barrels a day. 

Many ideas have been advanced to answer 
this central question. First, along with other 
consumers, we can encourage the producer 
states to spend money as rapidly as possible 
on their own economic development, and 
we can sell them the technical assistance 
and advice that they have the money to 
pay for, but can't provide for themselves. 
We can also encourage them to diversity 
their economics, in order to cease being 
totally dependent on one resource. Iran and 
Algeria have both set the example, by de
ciding to deplete their oil and natural gas 
reserves as fast as they can spend the money 
on building modern economies. 

Second, American businessmen can join 
in this process by recognizing how big the 
markets in the Middle East will be-far be
yond, for example, the $190-million worth 
of goods we sold to Saudi Arabia last year. 
Saudi Arabia ls now planning to build two 
new airports, a steel mill and petrochemical 
works, totaling more than $1-blllion, and 
much more will certainly follow. Within the 
last few months, hordes of businessmen have 
descended on the area. from the United 
States, Europe and Japan. Many more are 
needed. 

Third, we can encourage the oil-producing 
states to invest money in other Arab coun
tries and elsewhere in the developing world. 
Kuwait and Ab".1 Dhabi, for example, already 
have development banks; Robert McNamara. 
of the World Bank has been seeking oil-state 
financing. King Faisal (mindful of the polit
ical value of investment) has shown interest 
in increasing his role in states like-Egypt 
through investment of one sort or another, 
and the OPEC otates are considering a de
velopment bank of their own, so far without 
much backing from the Middle East pro
ducer states. Oil-state money for develop
ment outside the region would be particu

·1ar1y welcomed. India, for example, faces a 
$1-blllion rise in its oil import bill by 1980 
because of price rises negotiated by OPEC. 

Finally, we can help the producer states 
find lucrative investment opportunities for 
their spare cash in the rich countries. In the 
long run, this last idea may be the most 
promising. Several oil states have already 
expressed interest in investing in the "down
stream" transport, refining and marketing of 
oil; Iran, for example, has just gained a 50 
per cent share of Ashland Oil Company's 
refining and marketing operations in New 
York State, in exchange for guaranteed sup
plies of Iranian oil. And opportunities out
side the oil industry itself should prove limit
less. 

Such long-term investments by the Arabs 
at home and abroad would reduce the cur
rency speculations that contribute to insta
bility on world money markets. There is also 
an added benefit for us. Every dollar of oil 
money invested in the outside world tends to 
make finance ministers in the oil states even 
more conservative. We may indeed see the 
day when the United States could threaten 
to nationalize investments made by oil-pro
ducing states in this country! Certainly eco
nomic dependence won't be all on one side. 
Even the progressive take-over of the hold
ings of Western oil firms by the producer 
states should promote the flow of oil, by giv
ing them a greater direct stake in the sta
bility of the worldwide industry. 

Beyond these four steps, we need to recog
nize right now that several on-producing 
states are becoming vitally important to the 
world economy. It is simply nonsense for a 
small club of rich countries to continue try
ing to make all of the world's major economlc 
decisions on, say, trade and international 
monetary reform. With so much oil money in 
the world, this won't work any more; and be
sides, drawing the oil producers into the 
august councils of economic decisionmaking 

will help make them even more responsible 
for international economic order than they 
are today. With a piece of the action, the oil 
states are more likely to let go of their 
precious resource. (Sheiks, too, like to attend 
international conferences and be treated with 
the awe and deference reserved for the 
world's money managers.) 

Some of today's Arab noises about oil and 
Israel may partly reflect our refusal to ac
cord the oil states the recognition they merit 
in international commerce and finance. Hav
ing failed to get our attention by proposing 
special arrangements with us in oil, Saudi 
Arabia is now wielding a verbal clu!b that we 
are sure to feel. 

Of course, none of the changes in U.S. 
policy that I have proposed are panaceas; 
none are guaranteed success. Yet if we look 
at the problem of oil imports, without panic, 
as one that cannot be solved by chanting 
old slogans; if we analyze the problem of 
Middle East politics with an intensity and 
freedom from cant (on both sides) that we 
have never had before, and if we try the 
series of political and economic efforts that 
have been outlined here-we will certainly 
be better off than before. We will also be 
better able to cope with the shock of our 
new dependence on others for a precious 
commodity, and become more sanguine-like 
the Europeans and Japanese-about having 
to be more involved in the life of the out
side world than ever before. 

Oil is only the first of a series of com
modities, among them aluminum and zinc, 
that we wm have to import from abroad 
in increasing quantities. It would be ironic 
if we regained self-sufficiency in energy 
through Herculean efforts, only to find our
selves politically unprepared for increasing 
dependence on other countries in a host of 
areas. The world will not leave us alone. Far 
better to come to terms with it than to try 
unsuccessfully to run away. 

[From the Middle East Economic Survey, 
September 1973] 

ISRAEL-AMERICAN WASTING AsSET 

(By David Hirst) 
(The following article by David Hirst, 

Middle East Correspondent of the Guardian 
newspaper of London, was originally com
missioned by the New York Times Magazine 
but in the event, for reasons best known to 
that journal, was not published. A summary 
of the article, however, appeared in the 
Guardian on 6 September. Here, with the 
permission of the author, we are printing 
the full version which, in our opinion, pro
vides a first-rate analysis of the political 
background to the use of the Arab oil 
weapon.) 

"It ls useless to talk about the use of oil 
as an instrument of pressure against the 
United States--it ls dangerous even to think 
of that." It is only a year since King Faisal 
of Saudi Arabia, in an interview with the 
Egyptian magazine al-Musawwar, turned 
this deaf ear to Arab pleas for the use of 
the "oil weapon." The "oil weapon" ls the 
one which the Arabs are apt to invoke when 
they are getting nowhere with real weapons. 
Its most ardent advocate is Egypt, where 
President Sadat, unable to dislodge Israel 
from Sinai in a shooting war, is desperately 
seeking Arab help in waging an economic 
one. The theory of it ls simple. Israel is a 
protege of the United States; it could not 
stay in occupied Arab territory without 
American encouragement and support; 
threaten America's interests in the Arab 
world and it will quickly forsake its protege, 
which will withdraw from the occupied ter
ritories 

It is only a year, but it is already ancient 
history. Since then the "energy crisis" has 
burst upon an almost unsuspecting world. 
Suddenly, the industrialized Western na
tions have realized that oil, lifeblood of the 

affluent society, ls not inexhaustible; they 
have developed such an appetite for it that 
not only will it start drying up sooner than 
anyone expected, but, as of now, they will 
barely find enough of it for immediate 
needs-enough, that ls, to preserve the eco
nomic growth rates, the ever-rising living 
standards and the constant fl.ow of new com
forts and conveniences to which (for better 
or for worse) they have grown accustomed. 
By the end of this year "free world" de~ 
mand, rising so much faster than the experts 
foresaw, will reach 50 million barrels a day; 
output may just top 51 million b Jd-if all 
goes well. By 1980, according to a. State De
partment estimate, demand may reach 85 
million b/d-Europe 28 million, America 24 
million, Japan 14 million and the rest 19 
million. In the next ten years almost as much 
oil will be consumed as in the previous hun
dred. The United States, with 6 percent of 
the world's population using 33 percent of 
its energy, has been the first to feel the 
pinch. For the Americans, it seems, the 
"energy crisis" is a.n emotional shock; to 
deprive a man of his petrol is like depriving 
him of his constitutional rights. "This 
time"-says James Akins, former Director of 
the Office of Fuels and Energy in the State 
Department and now ambassador designate 
to Saudi Arabia-"the wolf really ls at the 
door." 

It ls also ancient history because, since 
then, King Faisal has changed his mind: he 
is now definitely envisaging the use of the oil 
weapon. The most alarming aspect of the 
"energy crisis" is the power it gives to the 
Arabs; it has put in their hands a sword of 
Damocles to raise above the head of the 
Western world. It ls in the great oil pro
ducing regions of the Middle East and North 
Africa that some 350 billion barrels, or 60 
percent, of proven "free-world" reserves are 
located, from there that the great bulk of 
the anticipated increase in demand will have 
to be met. About one-seventh of the 350 bil
lion barrels belongs to non-Arab, pro-West
ern Iran; the rest ls Arab. Since the actual re
serves of at least two Arab countries, Saudi 
Arabia and Iraq, could well be at least twice 
the proven ones the Arab share is really very 
much higher. 

Inevitably, the "energy crisis" has brought 
a fundamental shift in the balance of power 
from the consumer to the producer. Those 
experts who, in the nineteen sixties, predicted 
a steady or even a. precipitous fall in the price 
of Middle East crude oils are being proved 
startingly wrong. The price is going up by 
leaps and bounds. 

Europe and Japan can view this situation 
with more equanimity than the United 
States. Their long-standing dependence on 
Middle East and North African oil-now some 
80 percent for Europe and 86 percent for 
Japan-cannot significantly increase. Until 
very recently, the United States enjoyed a. 
happy self-sufficiency of oil supplies. It has 
suddenly learned that by 1980 it may be im
porting as much as 15 million barrels a day, 
of which 11 million will come from North 
Africa. and the Middle East. That is bad 
enough. Worse, however, is that the United 
States is not only becoming dependent, in a 
seller's market, on foreign countries for a 
good half of its supplies, it ls becoming de
pendent on countries which are inherently 
unstable and increasingly hostile to it. It is 
an unnerving situation for a superpower, a 
vulnerable spot, if not a real Achilles heel, 
in America's relations with the Soviet Union, 
which, whatever its other weaknesses, will :for 
the foreseeable future be getting all that it 
needs of this most vital commodity from 
safely within its own capricious frontiers. 

There is really only one reason for Arab 
hostility: Israel. Of course, there is no doubt 
that, without Israel, the Arab producers 
would be exploiting the "energy crisis" to 
drive as hard a bargain as possible. From 
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Wall Street to the bazaars of Cairo or Bagh
dad that Is no more than the legitimate 
pursuit of the business ethic. For the crisis 
has a strictly economic dimension; that is 
wny Iran, at odds with the Arabs on so much 
else, joins and occasionally even leads, them 
on the oil front. Without Israel, on the 
other hand, and fantastically wealthy as they 
are going to be, the Arabs would have little 
motive for doing any more than drive a hard 
bargain. The only reason why they might 
do so is that the crisis also has a political 
dimension. Economic realities have put the 
sword of Damocles in the Arabs' hands; 
Israel, and Israel alone, gives them the in
centive to use it. 

It all adds up to a rich historical irony. 
There are many arguments which the Zion
ists have used to enlist international support 
for their cause. One, a constant leitmotif 
since the earliest days of Jewish settlement 
in Palestine, has been the strategic one. 
When, during the first World War, they 
sought the patronage of Great Britain, still 
in her imperial heyday, the strategic argu
ment took the form one would expect: a 
friendly Jewish community in Palestine 
would help secure British control of the Suez 
Canal, the lifeline to India and possessions 
in the East. It was an argument that con
tributed substantially to the issue of the 
Balfour Declaration and the sponsorship, 
through the British Mandate, of the Jewish 
national home in Palestine. Now, with the 
United States having taken Britain's place as 
Israel's patron, the strategic argument main
tains that the Jewish state in Palestine, mili
tarily powerful beyond even Lord Balfour's 
wildest imagining, forms an integrai part of 
the Western defensive system. The astonish
ing Israeli feat of arms in the Six-Day War, 
which Secretary of State Dean Rusk de
scribed as "quite a victory for the West," 
lent new strength to the argument. The 
Israelis became increasingly inclined, not 
merely to appeal to America's conscience, but 
to state plainly what they thought America 
should do for its own good. Thus, in 1968, 
Teddy Kollek, the mayor of Jerusalem, told 
American televiewers that the US supported 
Israel "only because it is in your self-interest 
and not because you are doing us any favors." 
With the growth of Soviet influence in the 
Middle East, Israel was made out to be 
manning the frontiers of the free world in 
the struggle against communism. Soviet in
fluence has recently waned somewhat. Nat
urally, according to the strategic argument, 
American-Israeli firmness did it. But now, 
with Arab oil assuming such immense im
portance, it is clear that, if the strategic 
argument has any validity a; all, this "bas
tion-Israel" should achieve a veritable 
apotheosis, and perform for the Western 
world the supreme service of keeping the 
oil :flowing. Apparently such ideas are in the 
air. Senator Fulbright was referring to them 
when he expressed his fears that, as a result 
of the "energy crisis," the United States 
might take over the oilfields via its "mili
tarily potent surrogates," Israel and Iran. 

Unfortunately, the strategic argument has 
no real validity, and never did. One suspects 
that many of Israel's Western supporters who 
use it do not really believe it; they really 
support Israel for other reasons-moral, sen
timental or electoral-but feel the need to 
reinforce them, for the benefit of hard
headed foreign policy makers, with suitable 
appeals to the national self-interest. Of 
course in certain circumstances, the argu
ment does acquire a spurious plausibility; 
Israel can perform certain limited functions 
like helping keep King Hussein on his throne 
or deterring the Syrians from invading Leba
non. But basically, if there is any threat to 
Western interests in the Middle Ea.st, Israel, 
and the role the Western powers played in 
creating and sustaining it, is its root ca.use. 

It was realized from the beginning that 
sponsorship of Zionism would create a hos-

tile Arab world. In his Declaration Lord Bal
four implicitly recognized the danger with 
the proviso that "nothing shall be done 
which may prejudice the civil and religious 
rights of the existing non-Jewish communi
ties in Palestine." Inevitably, those rights 
were prejudiced. Yet only when strategic 
factors really came into play, only when, on 
the eve of the Second World War, Iraqi oil
fields had to be kept out of German hands 
at all costs--only then did Brita.in act as if 
it valued the good will of the Arabs more 
than the Zionists. It issued its famous 1939 
White Paper-which, if implemented, would 
have destroyed all hope of a Jewish state
a.nd from that moment the Zionists became a. 
distinctly unfriendly community in Palestine, 
a strategic liability, not an asset, to the 
benefactor without whom most of them 
would never have made it to Palestine in the 
first place. A Jewish brigade served with the 
Allies in the war, but after it, as the Man
date drew to its ignominious close, Haganah, 
Irgun and Stern were fighting against the 
British as well as the Arabs. 

The Zionists nullified the effect of the 
White Paper, in the all-important diplomatic 
field, by switching their main effort to the 
United States, the emergent super-power. The 
United States responded handsomely; it 
watched over the birth of the new state, and 
has cherished it ever since. But, like a har
rassed Britain before it, will it eventually 
come to see Israel as a strategic liability too? 
Just at present, it does not look like it. Never 
has the United States stood so high in Israeli 
esteem as it does today-and never so low in 
Arab. Yet it was not always so. There was a 
time when the Arabs looked to the United 
S tates to shield them against the colonial de
signs c>f the old European powers. They saw 
in President Wilson's "Fourteen Points"
self-determination and open covenants 
openly arrived at-encouragement for their 
opposition to the Balfour Declaration and 
the establishment of the Jewish national 
home. Only the United States seemed to be 
genuinely interested in determining the real 
wishes of the inhabitants of the former Ot
toman provinces, who even told an American 
fact-finding team-the King-Crane Commis
sion-that if there had to be a mandate they 
would prefer it to be an American one. The 
wheel has turned full circle--or almost. Now 
the European powers are making a comeback 
in the Arab world; they know where their 
strategic, or at least their commercial, in
terests lie. The U.S. stands alone behind 
Israel. Yet since King-Crane there has al
ways been a strain in American policy-mak
ing that sought to modify the commitment 
to Israel. 

The volumes of "Foreign Relations of the 
United States" covering the mid-forties are 
replete with prophetic warnings that if the 
Administration continued to give support to 
Zionist political-territorial ambitions, the 
balance of power would shift dangerously 
to the detriment of the West. In general, as 
in Britain during the Mandate, it has been 
the experts, the administrators and the busi
nessmen-the "Arabists" at the State De
partment, the diplomats in the field and the 
oilmen-who have put the case against "bas
tion-Israel," while the politicians-in the 
White House and Congress-have put the 
case for it, or, more correctly, have allowed 
other considerations, such as Jewish votes, 
to sway their judgments. The politicians 
have almost always won. President Nixon, 
the politician par excellence, was able to tell 
the electorate last year that he had pro
vided Israel with as much aid as the four 
previous presidents put together. Since his 
re-election, he has not only failed to take a 
more "even-handed" posture, he has, if any
thing, moved in the opposite direction. 

One thing is certain. If, in the coming few 
years, the United States does not come to see 
Israel as a strategic liability, it never will. 
If the "Arabists" do not get the upper hand 

soon, they never will. For, as a result of the 
"energy crisis," never have America's vital 
interests in the Middle East seemed so peril
ously exposed by its commitment to Israel 
as they do today-never has "bastion-Is
rael" looked quite the glaring fallacy that 
it is. 

It will be argued, of course, that, even if 
Israel is a strategic liability, it does not mat
ter very much because the Arabs are con
genitally incapable of carrying out the 
threats they are forever making. It will be 
argued-as Israel Foreign Minister Abba 
Eban recently argued at a fund-raising rally 
in Miami-that there is no cause for alarm 
because "the oil-buying countries have al
ternative places to buy and the Arab states 
have no alternative but to sell their oil 
because they have no other resources at all." 
And it will even be argued, by such re
nowned oil experts as Mr. Adelman, that 
"the world 'energy crisis,' or 'energy short
age,' is a fiction," that the American Gov
ernment, "with light-minded folly," ad
vised the oil companies to buy their way 
out of trouble at the Teheran showdown of 
January 1971, thereby exhibiting a fatal 
weakness which the producers' cartel, like 
"raw troops ... welded by success into a 
real force," has been exploiting ever since. 
It is true that at three critical points in 

their struggle against Israel, in 1948, 1956, 
and 1967, the Arabs have tried to use their 
oil as a weapon against the Western powers 
deemed to be helping Israel and that they 
failed every time. Yet the fact that the Arabs 
have failed to use the oil weapon so far does 
not mean that, under some all-powerful spur, 
they will not eventually do so. The circum
stances are very different today. In 1967, the 
United States was importing a mere 300,000 
barrels a day from the Middle East and North 
Africa. Moreover, King Faisal, who was then 
on the worst possible terms with the late 
President Nasser, simply did not believe the 
Egyptian leader's face-saving allegation, de
signed to bring the oil weapon into play, that 
American and British warplanes had helped 
the Israelis wipe out the Egyptian airforce 
on the morning of 5 June. The underlying 
pressures are much stronger today. Two re
cent events have illustrated the depth of 
anti-American feeling in the Arab world. 
One was the killing of two American diplo
mats in Khartoum. The other was Israel's 
raid into the heart of Beirut, the charges of 
American collusion and incitements to anti
American violence which it generated. Some 
of the accusations of direct operational in
volvement levelled by Fatah leader Yasir 
Arafat were clearly fanciful, and typically 
undocumented. But this should not obscure 
what, for more level-headed Arabs, appears 
to be the underlying reality: it is only be
cause it is confident of complete American 
political backing, and a continuous supply of 
American arms, that Israel can get away with 
all forms of reprisal--conventional land or 
seaborne invasions, air raids in which hun
dreds of civilians have died, or "tours de 
force" of the Beirut variety-in its seemingly 
inexhaustible repertoire of military virtu
ousity. 

With the growth of anti-American feeling, 
agitation for the use of the oil weapon, and 
theorizing about the best way of going about 
it, has also continued unabated. Every week 
an Arab leader, press pundit or trade union 
conference takes up the call. What it all 
boils down in the end is that it requires only 
one Arab regime, King Faisal's, to make the 
oil weapon work. That is why his change of 
mind, his apparent readiness to use the 
weapon, is so immensely important. Saudi 
Arabia stands in a class of its own; its proven 
reserves of a.bout 150 billion barrels repre
sent more than a quarter of the world total; 
its actual reserves may be two or three times 
that much. Not that warning noises from 
from lesser producers, Libya, Iraq or 
Kuwait, should be taken too lightly. The 
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supply situation is now so tight that if any 
one of these stopped producing, the short
fall could only with difficulty be made up 
from the surplus capacity of the rest. The 
fiery Colonel Qadhafi ls itching to have a go 
at America.. Some time ago he nationalized 
Bunker Hunt, thereby administering what 
he called "a good hard slap on America's in
solent face!' More recently, he took over 61 
percent of the interests of all the other
mainly American--operating oil companies 
in Libya, and since the major international 
companies are resisting his diktat the result 
could be the loss of a further 800,000 b/d of 
precious low-sulfur crude oil to an already 
pinched world supply pattern. 

But Faisal remains the man to watch. 
He alone can guarantee enough oil to m eet 
the anticipated growth in world demand. 
Arch-traditionalist and implacable anti
communist, he is also America's best friend 
in the Arab world. In October last year, his 
Oil Minister, Ahmad Zaki Ya.man!, an
nounced in Washington that his country 
was ready to make a handsome contribution 
to the ea.sing of America's energy problems. 
It was ready to raise output from the 6 mil
lion barrels it was producing then to an 
astonishing 20 mllllon barrels a day by 1980. 
Aramco, giant among Middle East oil con
cessionaires, is now expanding production 
and export facilities at a frantic pace-and 
at a cost of no less than half a bllllon dol
lars a year. It has as many as 24 drilling rigs 
on a single location where it once had four 
or five; offshore five or six are working where 
once there was one. Export capacity Will rise 
by two and a half mlllion barrels a day this 
year-more than the anticipated output of 
an entire new oil-bearing zone like the 
North Sea. 

America's best friend is also an Arab, a 
.Moslem and his detestation of Israel is 
second to none. He has emotions and obliga
tions which make the friendship increasingly 
difficult to sustain. True, he is an absolute 
monarch; with Western arms and expertise 
he is building formidable defenses against 
external aggression and internal subversion; 
he ls the unquestioned leader of the con
servative Arab camp; with his money and his 
zeal for Islam be exerts a pervasive influence 
that reaches far beyond his own Arabian 
backyard; he is on excellent terms With 
Egypt, great power of the Arab world whose 
friendship has always been highly prized by 
Saudi rulers; he frequently receives Ya.sir 
Ara.fat, symbol of the Arab struggle, and 
subsidizes his Palestinian guerrilla. move
ment. But all this is not enough. He, more 
than any other leader, bas it in his power 
to punish America, the villa.in standing be
hind Israel. Not to use that power would be 
to bring doubt on his Ara.bism, to under
mine all the credit he has earned in other 
ways; it is to risk internal resolution, to dis
appoint Sadat, to expose his oilfields to 
sabotage by Palestinian extremists. In addi
tion, as a devout Moslem, and Guardian of 
the Holy Places of Mecca and Medinah, he 
has Jerusalem and the Dome of the Rock 
written on his heart. They must be restored. 

So in April this year--only six months 
after his offer to raise Saudi output to 20 
million barrels a day-the Arab world's lead
ing oilman went to Washington again and 
told the Americans that Saudi Arabia would 
not "significantly" increase its output unless 
they changed their pro-Israeli posture in the 
Middle East. After Yamani, the Saudi Foreign 
Minister Omar Saqqaf said that "we do not 
see any justification for increasing output 
for the benefit of states which support an ex
pansionist and racist state." Now Faisal him
self, not a man given to public criticism of 
his friends, has roundly declared to an 
American TV audience: "We do not wish to 
place any restrictions on our oil exports to 
the United States, but America's complete 
support of Zionism against Arabs makes it 
extremely difficult for us to continue to sup-

ply United States petroleum needs and even 
to maintain our friendly relations With the 
United States." 

If Faisal really ls taking up the oil weapon, 
he will wield it in his own way. There will be 
no bloodcurdling threats and ultimatums. 
That would not be his style. It is with the 
exquisite manners of the indigent, desert
born chieftain he once was that Faisal, the 
new Croesus, will turn the screw. There ls no 
need for him to halt the flow of oil, or any
thing drastic like that, no need for him to cut 
off his nose to spite his face. Abba Eban is 
out of date. Of course the Arabs have to sell 
their oil. As President Nasser once said, they 
cannot drink it. But that ls beside the point; 
the real question now is how much they need 
to sell, indeed how much they can afford to 
sell. Round the fabulous shores of the Per
sian Gulf, the extra dollar no longer appeals 
as it used to; indeed it becomes a positive 
nuisance, an economic and social problem. 
Some oil producers already earn far more 
money than they sensibly know what to do 
with. Yet the forecasts of what they will 
eventually be earning-if world demand is to 
be met-continue to rise dizzily. It all de
pends on the price. But by 1980 Saudi Arabia 
could be getting 25 to 35 billion dollars a 
year, seven or eight times the 1970 revenue
$4.2 billion--of all the Middle East producers 
put together. Kuwait has now put a ceiling of 
3 million barrels a day on its production. 
Libya has cut its, to just over 2 million bar
rels a day by a third. Is not Saudi Arabia 
entitled to do the same? "If we consider only 
local interests, then we should not produce 
more, maybe even less," says Yamani. 

Faisal's change of mind has won wide
spread approval in the Arab world. Egypt ls 
naturally delighted. But approval has also 
come from experienced Arab oil experts, mod
erates who, in their dealings with the inter
national oil companies, have consistently 
steered clear of the demagogy and extremism 
which bedevils so much of Arab politics. They 
agree with Yamani that a straightforward 
"no-growth" policy would do the trick. Dr. 
Nadium Pachachi, former Secretary General 
of OPEC, has called on Arab producing coun
tries to freeze their output at present levels 
until Israel withdraws from all the territories 
it occupied in the Six-Day War. Conceding 
that Europe and Japan would perhaps un
deservedly suffer too he argues that "this 
should make Europe and Japan ready to put 
all possible pressure on the US to force Israel 
to withdraw"-a forecast which, given the al
ready considerable European-American differ
ences over the Middle East, would almost cer
tainly be fulfilled. 

The response in Washington has been the 
predictable one: American policy will not be 
influenced by threats. This, however, is an 
outward lmperturbabllity which, given all 
the other manifestations of alarm, does not 
impress the Arabs very much. Nothing is 
more eagerly pounced upon by Cairo's highly 
selective news editors than an American 
Congressman's latest thoughts on the "en
ergy crisis." Nothing more persuasive, for the 
Arabs, than the apprehensions of Senator 
Fulbright. 

There is an "energy crisis"-pace Mr. Adel
man-but because it is at least as much po
litical, the product of the Arabs' undying 
grievance over the loss of Palestine, as it is 
economic, it follows that the United States 
ultimately faces two alternative courses of 
action. One the more difficult, not to say im
possible, is confrontation. It is essentially 
this course, that, perhaps without really 
knowing it, the United States is drifting 
along now. Its basic premise is that, however 
hostile the Arabs become, the United States 
ls a superpower which, through judicious in
terventions here and there, can always pro
tect its vital interests. It involves a readiness 
in the last resort to occupy the oilfields by 
force of arms. That is not a job that could be 
performed by proxy; "bastion-Israel," or 

"bastion-Iran" for that matter, could not do 
it. Occupying Kuwait would mean occupy
ing every oilfield in the Arab world, pro
tecting every pipeline, storage tank and 
tanker terminal from the Arabian Gulf to 
Algiers. It would-as Mr. Elmer F. Bennet, 
Assistant Director of the Office of Emergency 
Preparedness said-"make Vietnam look like 
a picnic." 

The other course ls conciliation. It means 
seeing Israel as a strategic liability and act
ing accordingly. It is the less difficult course, 
but by no means easy. For the great ques
tion then a.rises: Just how far can the United 
States go in forsaking the Jewish state, that 
foster-child of her partisan diplomacy in 
which, at her own expense and that of the 
Arabs, she has invested so much money, love 
and pride? It would certainly have to be 
quite a long way to make the Arabs sheath 
their sword of Damocles. 

GAS CYLINDER SAFETY 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, for some 

months the Department of Transporta
tion has had under consideration a pro
posed regulation which would alter the 
current safety practices pertaining to 
compressed gas cylinders. At the present 
time, all imported cylinders must be in
spected within the United States and 
meet U.S. standards. Under the proposal, 
however, the requirement for inspection 
within the United States would be 
eliminated. 

The proposal is disturbing because of 
its safety implications for American con
sumers. Compressed gas cylinders are 
used everywhere from dentists' offices to 
factory workrooms. They are transported 
on our Nation's highways .and on the 
streets of towns and cities. If it could be 
shown that foreign inspection is ade
quate to meet domestic safety require
ments, I would have no objection to the 
proposed rule. The Department, how
ever, has been able to make no such 
showing to date. 

A report issued by the General Ac
counting Office on May 1, 1973, states 
that the present program of inspecting 
hazardous materials by the Department 
of Transportation has several serious 
shortcomings. Among the reported defi
ciencies are a small and unsystematic 
inspection effort and inadequate enforce
ment. 

In the light of this GAO report, I :find 
it difficult to understand why the De
partment of Transportation is proposing 
to turn over inspection of imported gas 
cylinders to foreign personnel. If current 
procedures involving only American per
sonnel under American supervision are 
inadequate, the use of foreign inspection 
will not be an improvement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the digest of the Comptroller 
General's Report to the Congress on this 
subject be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the digest 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
DIGEST-COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT TO 

THE CONGRESS 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

Because of the increasing volume of haz
ardous materials transported in interstate 
and foreign commerce and the need for tak
ing adequate safeguards, GAO reviewed the 
inspection and enforcement program con
ducted by agencies of the Department of 
Transportation. Hazardous materials are 
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those that a.re inherently dangerous, such as 
explosive, flammable, or toxic materials. 

Background 
Four units of the Department-the Fed

eral Railroad Administration (FRA), the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), 
and the Coast Guard (referred to in this re
port as the a.dministra.tions)-are responsi
ble for regulating the safe transportation of 
hazardous materials in interstate and for
eign commerce by railroads and motor car
riers and for regulating shipments trans
ported by civil air carriers and shipments by 
vessels on U.S. navigable waters. 

In 1967 about 1 billion tons of hazardous 
materials were shipped in commerce; a 36-
percent increase is estimated by 1980. Many 
shipments are transported through or near 
the Nation's cities and towns and present a 
potential source of accidents causing death 
and destruction. 

In calendar year 1971, carriers reported 
2,292 incidents of hazardous materials acci
dentally released during transportation that 
kllled 70 people and injured 434 others. The 
Department concluded, however, that the 
carriers were reporting only a small portion 
of the incidents. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Department needs to improve its in
spection and enforcement program to insure 
compliance with regulations for safely trans
porting hazardous materials. The Depart
ment's program was handicapped by (1) a. 
lack of basic data on hazardous material 
movements, (2) a small and unsystematic 
inspection effort, and (3) inadequate en
forcement actions. 

The Department has not systematically 
accumulated data on hazardous materials 
carriers, shippers, or container manu
facturers, or data. to identify the type, 
frequency, and magnitude of shipments. In
spectors, for the most part, relied on per
sonal knowledge to direct their efforts. GAO 
believes such data could be used to assess 
the risks to life and property and to more 
effectively direct efforts of the small inspec
tion staffs. 

Because of the broad safety responsibilities 
in their respective areas of transportation 
and the relatively small inspection staffs, 
the administrations, except for the Coast 
Guard, have assigned to their inspection 
staffs the responsibility to perform hazardous 
materials inspections as well as to determine 
compliance with genera.I safety require
ments. 

Except for the Coast Guard's vessel and 
waterfront inspections, the number of in
spections seemed insignificant compared 
with the large volume of traffic. Shippers and 
container manufacturers were inspected 
rarely. 

Inspection reports indicated that carriers 
were frequently violating hazardous ma
terials regulations and that shippers and con
tainer manufacturers also were not comply
ing with the regulations. During a 21-month 
period ended March 31, 1972: 

FRA inspections of 10 large railroads dis
closed 674 violations. 

FHWA inspections of 74 motor carriers dis
closed 1,258 violations by 58 carriers. 

Coast Guard inspections in three districts 
disclosed 1,819 vessels in violation. Inspec
tion reports for 334 of these vessels showed 
817 violations. 

A 1971 report by the Department, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and the De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
on a. study of air shipments of radioactive 
materials disclosed that 175 of a.bout 300 
packages inspected at airports or carrier fa.
c1lities violated the regulations. 

Many violations found during inspections 
of carriers' operations indicated that the 
shipper did not comply with the regulations. 

The law prescribes criminal penalties for 
viola.ting the regulations and such cases 
must be referred to the Department of 
Justice for prosecution in U.S. district courts. 
FRA, FHWA, and Coast Guard have initiated 
few criminal cases compared with the num
ber of violations. This is due to the difficul
ties of sustaining a prosecution, the belief 
that certain violations were Ininor, or a lack 
of time by inspectors for adequately develop
ing cases for prosecution. Cases generally 
required considerable time to process, were 
frequently closed without penalty, and many 
fines assessed by the courts were minimal. 

FRA, FHW A, and the Coast Guard did not 
provide for a systematic followup on viola
tions, although available inspection records 
showed that certain carriers repeatedly vi
olated the regulations even after they had 
been fined or warned. 

Only the Coast Guard and FAA have au
thority to impose civil fines in addition to 
seeking criminal penalties. The Coast Guard, 
however, initiated few civil cases, and fines 
assessed were minimal. There was no data. 
available for GAO to evaluate the effective
ness of FAA's enforcement. 

Because a. Federal agency can directly as
sess civil penalties without the delays of 
processing crilllina.l cases through the judi
cial system, GAO believes extending the civil 
penalty authority to cover violations of 
FHWA and FRA regulations would promote 
effective enforcement. 

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS 

The Secretary of Transportation should: 
Establish a. management information sys

tem to develop and maintain data. on hazard
ous materials movements. 

Reassess the adequacy of the Department's 
effort compared with the volume and danger 
of the materials. 

Develop a plan for a more effective inspec
tion and enforcement program. 

Present the plan to the Congress for it to 
evaluate and consider needed resources. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department said that it found much 
of value in GAO's recommendations and that 
it plans to initiate several actions similar to 
those that GAO suggested. 

The Department agreed with GAO's ob
servation that it is difficult to sustain crim
inal prosecutions. The Department therefore 
ls considering legislation which would permit 
assessment of civil penalties as well as crim
inal penalties on violators of the hazardous 
materials regulations. 

The Department pointed out that too 
much emphasis should not be placed on the 
number of violations discovered witlhout 
establishing their relative seriousness. 

The Department added that it also has 
other methods to insure compliance with its 
regulations. 

GAO believes that, because of the need 
to take all possible precautions, vigorous 
enforcement is needed, particularly against 
repeat violators. 
MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

This assessment of the need for better 
inspection and enforcement in regulating 
transportation of hazardous materials should 
help the Congress evaluate the Department's 
plans and budget requests for carrying out 
a more effective safety program and any 
legislation that the Department subinit.s to 
strengthen its enforcement activities. 

OPERATION PEACE OF MIND 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I would 

like the following to become part of the 
RECORD. If this service to which I will 
address myself benefits just one of our 
youngsters, it will prove worthwhile. 

Mr. President, in this so-called gen
eration gap that supposedly separates us 
from our children, communication seems 
to be the key to mutual understanding 
and respect. The pressures of our present 
day society, coupled with the restlessness 
of our adventurous youth who seek to 
do their own thing, have brought about 
numerous incidents of runaway youths 
whose inexperienced and young lives 
have often been assaulted by a multitude 
of hurts, abuse and even tragic death. 
It is most fitting, therefore, that I share 
with my colleagues a most innovative 
and bold attempt by the State of Texas 
in seeking to help resolve this difficult 
problem. 

In the wake of the Houston mass 
murders, no one can be more deeply 
affected than the families and friends of 
our young people who are missing from 
their homes. 

With this in mind, Texas Gov. 
Dolph Briscoe has announced "Opera
tion Peace of Mind"; a statewide pilot 
project which will transmit any message 
these young people have for families 
and friends. This service, based in 
Houston, Tex., will consist of two state
wide, inbound wide area telephone serv
ice-WATS-lines, one national WATS 
line and three local Houston lines. 

The facility will be manned by volun
teers 24 hours daily for an experimental 
period of 30 days. If it is successful, the 
project will be extended. Additionally, 
volunteers are also prepared to inform 
runaway youths where they can obtain 
various other kinds of assistance. 

Governor Briscoe emphasized that the 
service would in no way be a "detective" 
type of operation, or serve as an "in
former" to the parents. "All that is asked 
is that the runaway youth communicate 
with his family, friends, or law enforce
ment officials, so his safety can be deter
mined." 

Hopefully, these young people will use 
this service in an effort to alleviate some 
of the -.vorry and genuine concern that 
the parents have been experiencing. 

The numbers to call are as follows: 
Nationwide-1-800-231-6946; Texas-
1-800-392-3352; and Local-1-713-524-
3821. 

ILLEGAL SEARCHES AND SEIZURES 
Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, unconsti

tutional raids and illegal searches and 
seizures are the more pressing concerns 
of our Nation's Latino communities. 

With indignation, I would like to pro
test the harsh tactics being imposed on 
our Latino communities today by the 
U.S. Immigration Department. Massive 
roundups and scare techniques have no 
place in our society if it is to remain free. 

Letters that follow, one written by Mr. 
Sanford M. Gage, president of the Los 
Angeles Trial LawYers Association, elo
quently expressed what should be the 
outrage of the country as a whole to the 
actions of the Department of Immigra
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ters be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objections, the letters 
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were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Los ANGELES, CALIF., 
August 2, 1973. 

Mr. SANFORD M. GAGE, 
Los Angeles Trial Lawyers Association, 1313 

West Eighth Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 
DEAR MR. GAGE: With respect to your 

"President's Message" damning the Gestapo
like dragnets conducted by the Immigration 
Department in our Mexican-Ame1ican com
munities, which was printed in the July 1973 
issue of the Los Angeles Trial Lawyers Asso
r.iation Advocate, Right on!! 

Sincerely, 
W. NICHOLAS INGRAM, 

Attorney at Law. 
ALBERT Z. PRAW, 

Attorney at Law. 
MA.Re I. IIAYUTIN, 

Attorney at Law. 

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE: LA TLA SPEAKS OUT 
At its June (21st) Dinner Meeting, Los 

Angeles Trial Lawyers, an organization of 
1,500 trial lawyers, passed unanimously the 
following resolution: 

Yielding to pressure to elilllinate alleged 
competition in the labor market by illegal 
aliens, the Immigration Authorities have re
verted to dragnets designed to detain and 
interrogate hundreds of thousands of resi
dents of Los Angeles County concerning their 
status as lawful residents. 

Search operations are being conducted, 
without reasonable or probable cause to 
believe that individuals stopped and inter
xogated are in fact aliens, merely because 
such persons appear to an individual officer 
to be "foreign looking." 

Reports come in almost daily of immigra
tion officers stopping and interrogating indi
viduals at bus stops, on public streets, in 
private businesses, and of knocking on doors 
at private residences and apartments and 
requiring individuals therein to produce 
proof of lawful status in the United States. 

At present the widespread practice is be
ing directed at everyone who might po.ssibly 
be here from Spain, Mexico or any Latin 
American country. 

Other citizens and residents can draw no 
comfort from the fact that the present large
scale raids are being directed at Chicanos. 
Through the years, similar raids have been 
directed toward Europeans, Orientals, and 
others, and the same techniques could be 
utilized to stop any person of any ethnic 
background presently residing in the United 
States. 

There is no claim that such action is 
justified by "National Security" nor to pre
vent crime. Such blatant conduct is justified 
by placing statistics a.head of people. 

Only a rising chorus of protests (or aban
donment of these practices by the U.S. Immi
gration Authorities) can prevent further 
a.buses. 

The emphasis is not on the alleged ten 
thousand or so aliens arrested in Los Angeles 
in six weeks of mass raids; the emphasis 
should be on the hundreds of thousands of 
persons who a.re subjected to indignity, fear, 
the threat of restraint, and the violation of 
their Constitutional Right to be free from 
such practices here in America. 

Gestapo techniques did not develop in 
Nazi Germany all at once--they relied upon 
the acquiescence and toleration by citizens 
who incorrectly felt they were not directly 
threatened by such practices. 

We must be ever vigilant so that neither 
economic nor political pressures, nor anti· 
aliens sentiment cause us to yield the per
sonal rights secured by the Fourth Amend
ment to the United States Constitution. 

The Los Angeles Trial Lawyers Association 
believes that Terry v. Ohio correctly stated 
the law when it emphatically condemned 
"intrusions upon Constltuttonally guaran
teed rights based on nothing more substan
tial than inarticulate bunches." 

We condemn the practice of detaining and 
interrogating individuals based on nothing 
more substantial than the mere hunch or 
surlllise that such person is a foreigner based 
solely on the apparent color of his or her 
skin, or the subjective opinion that such per
son is not sufficiently fluent in English to 
satisfy a pa.rti~ular officer. 

We believe that the United States and 
California Constitution require that an Im
Illigra.tion Officer, as any other law enforce
ment officer in Los Angeles, must not stop 
and apprehend residents without probable 
cause to believe that such person has com
Illitted an offense or is here as an illegal 
alien. 

We call upon the public to express its in
dignation by a mass of letters protesting 
these practices. Send them to your public 
official or mall them to: Los Angeles Trial 
Lawyers Association, 1313 West Eighth Street 
Los Angeles, California. ' 

SANFORD M. GAGE, 
President, Los Angeles '.L:rial Lawyers. 

EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE 
GI BILL STUDY 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, last Oc
tober Congress passed the Vietnam-Era 
Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act 
of 1972-Public Law 92-540-which in
creased GI bill education benefits by an 
average of 26 percent, bringing them 
more in line with the benefits available 
following previous wars. While I was 
grateful for this important step forward 
I was disappointed that a number of th~ 
more generous provisions of my veterans' 
education measure, S. 2161 which was 
unanimously approved by the Senate in 
August 1972, were reduced or eliminated 
in deliberations with the House and the 
administration prior to White House ap
proval. 

~ection 413 of this act, however, re
qmred the Veterans' Administration to 
assist future decisions in this area by 
providing an independent comparison of 
Vietnam era benefits with those after 
World War II and the Korean conflict 
~th regard to administration, participa: 
t10n rat~s. benefit levels, outreach ef
forts, and a number of other specific con
cerns. 

The law required the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs to submit the study 
and recommendations for improving the 
present program to the President and 
Congress by April 24, 1973. Unfortunate
ly, when that deadline rolled around the 
Veterans' Administration had not even 
contracted to begin this crucial investiga
tion. As chairman of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, I strongly criticized 
this failure to comply with the law, and 
urged prompt action to prevent a further 
delay in making necessary improvements 
in the GI bill. 

Subsequently, the Veterans' Adminis
tration contracted for a study by the 
Educational Testing Service, of Prince
ton, N.J., and their final report on "Edu
cational Assistance to Veterans: A Com
parative Study of Three GI Bills,'' along 
with the Administrator's transmittal let
ter have just been transmitted to Con
gress. The full study and the Adminis
trator's transmittal letter are being 
printed by the Veterans' Committee, and 
will be distributed to all members of the 
Senate later this week. 

In the meantime, however, I believe 
my colleagues will be interested in the 

findings and conclusions of the Educa
tional Testing Service study and there
fore request unanimous consent that they 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF REPORT OF THE 

EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE, PRINCETON, 
N.J., UNIVERSrrY ON EDUCATIONAL ASSIST
ANCE PROGRAMS FOR VETERANS 
There is no doubt that the World War II 

GI Bill was one of the most important and 
effective pieces of social legislation Congress 
had ever enacted. It profoundly affected the 
fortunes of veterans and postwar society, 
e.nd it transformed the nation's higher edu
cation system. But images from the past 
should not govern our perception of current 
.realities and future alternatives. The GI Bill 
may not be doing as much today for veterans 
as it did in the past, or as it might do 
tomorrow. 

This latter point was recognized by the 
Congress during its deliberation on the Viet
nam Era Veterans Readjustment Assistance 
Act of 1972 (PL 92-540). Section 413 of that 
Act required that: 

"The Administrator, in consultation with 
the advisory committee formed pursuant to 
section 1792 of this title (as redesignated by 
section 316(2) of this Act), shall provide for 
the conduct of an independent study of the 
operation of the post-Korean conflict pro
gram of educational assistance currently car
ried out under chapters 31, 34, 35, and 36 of 
this title in comparison with similar pro
grams of educational assistance that were 
available to veterans of World War II and 
of the Korean conflict from the point of view 
of administration; veteran participation; 
safeguards against abuse; and adequacy of 
benefit level, scope of programs, and infor
mation and outreach efforts to meet the 
various education and training needs of eli
gible veter:i,ns. The results of such study, 
together with such recommendations as are 
warranted to improve the present program, 
shall be transmitted to the President and 
the Congress within six months after the 
date of enactment of this Act." 

In his Request for a Proposal for the study, 
the Administrator indicated that the pur
pose of the study was: 

"To compare the operation of the post
Korean Conflict program of eclucational as
sistance currently being carried out by the 
Veterans Administration with similar pro
grams of educational assistance that the 
Veterans Administration made avalable to 
veterans of Wor1d War II and the Korean 
Conflict in the fol1owing aspects: 

The scope and quality of the educational 
and training programs. 

The degree of veterans participation in 
the programs. 

The adequacy of the program benefits to 
-veterans, educational and training institu
tions, work force, and American society. 

The available information and outreach 
efforts to meet the various educational and 
training needs of eligible veterans. 

The nature and degree of abuses in the 
programs and the effectiveness of the safe
guards established. 

The execution and administration of the 
educational and training programs." 

It should be noted that the total report 
consists of some 339 pages plus three appen
dices that have attempted to meet these 
named needs and purposes in the very lim
ited time available. Because of the avail
ability and acce651bility of information, some 
of the aspects enumerated have been covered 
in greater detail than others--this does not 
negate their importance-but suggests that 
further study and information 1s needed in 
those areas before further conclusions can 
be reached. 

Those findings and conclusions reached in 
the course of the study, which seem to be of 
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particular relevance are highlighted in the 
following sections. They are not, however, a 
total summary of the report: 
A. Tlie scope and quality of the education

al and training program 
Signi.ficant information is contained in the 

report regarding the scope of the educational 
and training programs currently existing. 
Only limited information has been obtain· 
able regarding the quality of the education 
and training programs, an area that most 
particularly warrants further study in the 
future. Under current procedures the State 
Approving Agencies are designated to assess 
the quality of education of courses and train
ing establishments for veterans. However: 

1. The Veterans Administration has cur
rently no means of measuring the quality of 
the performance of the State Approving 
Agencies and therefore cannot be assured 
that the money used to reimbur se these 
agencies was wisely spent. 

The State Approving Agencies are desig
nated to assess the quality of education of 
courses and training establishments for vet
erans. In 1973, the State Approving Agencies 
were authorized to be reimbursed $10.6 mil
lion by the VA for their services. However, 

· there is no way to determine whether this 
money was wisely spent. 

While prohibited by law from exerting any 
control over the State Approving Agencies, 
the VA is not prohibited from evaluating 
their performance. Yet to date, little has been 
done to compile information that would al
low an accurate evaluation of the perform
ance of their agencies. 
B. The degree of veterans par ticipation in 

the program 
2. While the participation rate of Vietnam 

Era veterans is approaching that of World 
War ll, this is not an adequate indicator of 
the effectiveness of veterans educational as
sistance. 

A fair comparison of participation rates 
under the three GI Bills must be based on 
more information than the percentage of 
eligible veterans who use their educational 
benefits. Additional factors such as the demo
graphic composition of the Armed Forces, 
discharge rates, and eligibility requirements 
must be considered. 

Since servicemen on active duty are eligible 
for benefits under the Vietnam Era program, 
participation rates which include them are 
not comparable to those from the World War 
II and Korean periods. 

At the time of separation from the Armed 
Forces, the Vietnam Era veteran is better 
,xlucated, younger, and has fewer depend
ents than veterans of World War II. These 
factors suggest that the Vietnam Era veteran 
should be better suited to pursue post-serv
ice education; however, Vietnam veterans 
have not participated at a higher rate than 
World War II veterans. Although enrollment 
in a.11 types of postsecondary education has 
increased, the usage of the GI Bill over the 
three periods has remained about the same. 

In view of these factors, equality of par
ticipation rates for the three GI Bills is not 
an adequate measure of their relative suc
cess in providing readjustment assistance. 
If 48 percent of the veterans of World War 
II used their benefits when postsecondary 
education played a much less important role 
in career preparation, vet-erans of the current 
period should be expected. to use their bene
fits at a higher rate to parallel the corre
sponding increase in enrollment in postsec
ondary education. 

3. The rate of participation in educational 
benefits among black veterans is substan
tiaUy beww that of white veter(1111,s and the 
overall participation rate. This is partly due 
to differences in age, unemployment, finan
cial stability and dependency status. It ap
pears that current efforts need augmenta
tions in order to further motivate the black 
veteratn to enter training. 

The participation rate a.mong black vet
erans of the Korean Conflict is estimated to 
be a.bout 53 percent. However, the current 
participation rate for black veterans is less 

· than 25 percent. 
The participation of black veterans is also 

substantially below the current participation 
rate for all veterans. The educationally dis
advantaged black, participates in training at 
only one-third the rate of blacks with a high 
school education, but at a higher rate than 
white disadvantaged veterans. 

The VA work-study program, if expanded 
to include the "need to augment subsistence 
allowance" as a major criterion for participa
tion in the program, together with the initia
tion of Advance Payment, may increase the 
number of black veterans in training. 

4. Ed1tcationally disadvantaged Vietnam 
Era veterans, both white and black, are re
ceivi ng more attention with regard to spe
cial education and training programs than 
have disadvantaged veterans of the two pre
vious conflicts. Nevertheless, they currently 
still participate in educational programs at 
a much lower than average rate. 

The establishment of free-entitlement, the 
Predischarge Education Program, and Proj
ect Transition are positive responses to the 
need among the disadvantaged to secure a 
high school education or other educational 
preparation prior to the pursuit of a post
secondary program. Tutorial assistance, 
though not a program exclusively for the 
disadvantaged, may be addressed to the aca
demic problems of the disadvantaged in 
training. 

Outreach lists (lists of the educationally 
disadvantaged) which are circulated by the 
v A to concerned organizations further il
l ustra.te the increased efforts to assist the 
disadvantaged. 

5. Vietnam veterans are more likely to 
participate at less than full time rates than 
World War II and Korean veterans. 

The proportion of veterans participating 
in full-time training has continued to de
cline since the World War II period. Since 
today's veteran is younger and has fewer 
depen dents than veterans of World War II, 
one would expect the Vietnam Era veteran 
to participate more in full-time training; 
however. this is not the case. 

Veterans in higher education today are 
slightly less likely to attend full-time than 
non-veterans; 68 percent of all students at
tending institutions of higher learning are 
full-time compared to 65 percent of vet
erans. 

While enrollment in part-time educational 
programs is more popular today than in 1945, 
this is more reason to expect an increase 
in part-time training than a decrease in full
tilne training. An analysis of participation 
rates shows that both full-time and part-time 
rates for the current program are below the 
rates for the World War II GI BUI. 
C. The adequacy of the program benefits to 

veterans, educational and training institu
tions, work-force, and American society 
Only limited information is currently avail-

able with respect to the adequacy of the 
benefits for the work-force a-s a whole or 
their impact on Am.erican Society. The im
pact concentrates on the adequacy of the 
program benefits with respect to veterans 
in light of changes in the economic variables 
over time: 

6. In general, the "real value" of the edu
cational allowance available to veterans of 
World War II was greater than the current 
.allowance being paid to veterans of the Viet
nam Conflict when adjustments are made for 
_the payment of tuition, fees, books and sup
plies. 

The current level of benefits, when ad
justed for the average cost of tuition, J:ees, 
books and supplies at a 4-year public insti
tution, represent a significantly smaller pro
portion of U.S. average monthly earnings 

than did the subsistence allowance paid to 
the veteran of World War II. This is true 
whether the veteran is attending a 4-year or 
2-year public college, whether he is single 
or has dependents. 

Only when the Vietnam veteran's expendi
tures for tuition, fees, books and supplies 
are equal to or less than average for 4-year 
public institut ions are his allowances slightly 
higher than the subsistence allowance paid 
his World War II counterpart adjusted for 
changes in the Consumer Price Index. 

Unlike the veteran of World War II, the 
Vietnam Conflict veteran finds a wide vari
ance in the portion of his educational allow
ance available for subsistence payments, de
pending on the tuition and fees of the insti
t u tion attended. 

Comparison of this nature does not take 
into considerat ion the real cost of living 
that the veterans face. From this point of 
view, the World War TI veteran was generally 
better off because many institutions provided 
special low-cost veterans housing and other 
special benefits. Institutions today provide 
little if any special assistance to veterans 
with respect to housing and other services, 
i.e., employment for spouse, nursery care, 
etc. 

7. When educational allowances for t h e 
Viet n am veteran are adjusted for the average 
tuiti on, fees, books and supplies at a 4-year 
public institution, the benefits remaining are 
insufficient to meet the veteran's estimated 
living expenses. 

Remain ing benefits available for subsist
ence purposes r ange from some 63 percent of 
estimated living expenses for single veterans 
to only 50 percent of estimated living ex
penses for those veterans who are married. 
The single veteran would require $728 in ad
ditional resources, a married veteran with no 
children would need $1,644 and, if he had 
children, would require over $2,000 in re
sources over and above the current allow
ances. 

To the extent that tuition, fees, books and 
supplies exceed the average for an individual 
veteran at a 4-year public institution, that 
portion of his allowances available for sub
sistence purposes are correspondingly re
duced and his need for additional resources 
increased. 

8. When total resources available to the 
veteran for an academic year are compared 
with his estimated living expenses for a 
similar period, substantial need exists for 
additional reso1trces to meet educational 
costs . 

Estimated resources from all sources are 
insufficient to meet the estimated living 
and educational expenses of single veterans 
and married veterans With children. Only the 
married ve teran with a working spouse con
tributing over $2,400 to his educational and 
living expenses has sufficient resources to 
meet estimated living and average educa
tional expenses. 

9. While other federally funded student aid 
programs are available to veterans to assist 
in the financing of their postsecondary edu
cation, it appears that participation by veter
ans of the Vietnam Conflict has been rela
tively small. 

The small participation of veterans in 
these other federally funded student aid pro
grams may be attributable to the policy of 
institutional financial aid officers of giving 
priority in the allocation of financial a.id re-
1;ources to those students with the greatest 
financial need. 

Estimates of participation, based on those 
veterans attending institutions of higher 
education in California, ranged from less 
than 2.5 percent in those programs provid
ing grant funds to a maximum of 10 percent 
participation in the Federally Insured Loan 
Program. Since the veteran has resources 
available to him through the GI Bill, the 
institution may reason that he could other-
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wise attend a.nd, therefore, reserve the other 
student a.id funds for students who do not 
ha.ve significant resources of their own. 

The average veteran, faced with insuffi
cient resources to meet his estimated ex
penses for living plus institutional costs, 
must either arrange for additional financial 
resources outside the normal student aid 
funding sources or seek out a lower-cost in
s t itution where such is available. 

10. The accessibility of postsecondary edtt
cation for the Vietnam Conflict veteran is a 
function of not only his military service but 
also his particular state of resi dence . The 
effectiveness of the benefits is directly rliJ
lated to the availability of low-cost readi ly 
accessible public institutions. The current 
veteran seeking to use his educational bene
fits finds that equal military service does not 
provide equal readjustment opportunities 
with respect to attendance at postsecondary 
schools. This is particularly true of institu
tions of higher education. 

The maximum allowance for payment of 
tuition, fees, books a.nd supplies provided 
veterans of World Wa.r II allowed them to 
attend almost a.ny postsecondary institution. 
At institutions of higher education, veterans 
were about equally divided between public 
a.nd private institutions. 

Since World War II, tuition levels and 
other costs at institutions of, higher learn
ing have increased substantially a.nd today 
a.re two to five times greater. Concomitant 
with increases in tuition has come a. decided 
shift in total college enrollment from private 
to public institutions. Since tuition pay
ments reduce funds available for subsistence, 
the current veteran is attending public in
stitutions to a far greater extent than his 
non-veteran counterpart. Veteran attend
ance at low-cost 2-yea.r public institutions 
1S over one and one-third times as great. 

Those states with the most highly devel
oped low-cost public educational systems 
have the greatest degree of participation by 
Vietnam veterans. There is a strong pre
sumption that veterans living in states with
out such development benefit less from the 
GI Bill because they cannot meet the com
bined costs of education and subsistence. 

11. It appears that the states are subsidiz
ing the cost of education for veterans of the 
Vietnam Conflict as compared with earlier 
subsidization by the Veterans Administra
tion. Since higher costs of education appear 
to reduce participation, this is a significant 
factor in determining whether the veteran 
in a particular state will participate in edu
cation. 

Analysis of participation rates by state in
dicate a high correlation between partici
pation and the availa.bllity of low-cost easily 
accessible institutions of higher learning. 
Veterans have been somewhat less likely to 
attend private institutions or: postsecondary 
education than have non-veterans; how
ever, the gap has increased from a 1 per
cent differential in World War II to a 7 per
cent differential today. The continued lack 
of a. direct tuition payment is a. probable 
ca.use. Due to lower costs, Vietnam veterans 
tend to enroll in community and junior col
leges to a greater extent than non-veterans. 
Thirty-nine percent of Vietnam veterans en
rolled in institutions of higher learning are 
attending community colleges as compared 
to 29 percent of non-veterans. Participation 
tends to be high in those states that spend 
the most money per capita. on higher educa
tion. 

12. Current benefit levels, requiring as they 
do the payment of tuition, fees, books and 
supplies, and living expenses, provide the 
basis for "unequal treatment of equals." To 
restore equity between veterans residing in 
different states with differing systems of 
public education, some form of variable pay-

ments to institutions to ameliorate the dif
ferences in institutional costs would be re
quired. 

Generally speaking, the average estimated 
living expenses will not vary significantly by 
type of institution attended. However, the 
amount o:t: benefits available to meet those 
expenses does vary depending on the avail
ability and type of institution attended. 

The veteran residing in a state with a well
developed system of low-cost institutions has 
significantly more of his benefits available 
to help defray living expenses than would 
his counterpart living in a state without 
such a system. 
D. The Available Information and Outreach 

Efforts to Meet the Various Educational 
and Training Needs of Eligible Veterans 
13. The outreach efforts of the VA have 

been successful in informing veterans, espe
cially the educationally disadvantaged, that 
benefits are available. But in both informing 
and counseling, there has been a decrea.se 
in personal contact. 

There were 1,240 contact locations and 
6,492 contact employees in 1947. In 1972 there 
were 247 contact locations and 1,835 contact 
employees. While the VA has reduced its per
sonal contact with veterans, other efforts 
have been initiated to contact and inform 
veterans. The VA has shifted from a passive 
information role of responding to inquiries 
to one that actively seeks to inform the vet
eran of his benefits. The outreach effort in
cludes such programs as overseas orienta
tions, presentations at separation points, a 
series of letters malled to recently returned 
veterans, one-stop assistance centers, mobile 
vans, and toll-free telephone lines. 

14. The quantity of counseling to veterans 
under the GI Bill has declined over the three 
periods. 

The percent of veterans counseled has dec
lined from 12.9 percent under PL 346 and 10.2 
percent under PL 550 to 3.8 percent under PL 
358 through FY 1973. This decline is special
ly unfortunate in light of the success of the 
early counseling program which was both ex
tensive and innovative. 

15. Public attention to veterans and their 
problems today appears to be of lesser mag
nitude than during the post-World War II 
period, though it may be more comparable to 
that of the Korean Conflict period. Public 
attitudes toward veterans and wars fought 
have also changed markedly. 

Surveys of .Readers Guide to Periodical Lit
erature and the New York Times Index show 
that the number of articles and stories about 
veterans and their problems after World 
War II was more than ten times as great as 
during and after Korea. and Vietnam. 

Public attitudes about the wars themselves 
appear to "rub off" on attitudes toward vet
erans of those wars. A plurality of those ques
tioned in a recent study by Louis Harris, for 
example, view Vietnam veterans as "suckers" 
who were "ta.ken advantage of." Of all vet
erans polled by Harris, 53 percent felt that the 
public's reception of today's veteran is worse 
than in the pa.st. 

16. Vietnam veterans appear at a disad
vantage when compared with veterans of 
World War II in terms of the attention to 
their needs provided and generated by major 
veterans organizations. 

While services performed for veterans have 
remained similar, lobbying and public in
formation efforts of the major veterans group 
have become more moderate in recent years 
and contra.st vividly with efforts on educa-
tional benefits on behalf of World War II 
veterans. Some of their recent outreach ef
forts show increased attention to the needs of 
disadvantaged veterans, but recent surveys 
show relatively low membership by minorities 
a.nd central city residents in the€e organiza
tions. 

E. The Nature and Degree of Abuses in the 
Programs and the Effectiveness of the Safe
guards Established 
The singular lack of significant publicity 

with respect to widespread abuses 1n the 
various education and training programs 
today-in contrasts to those of WW II-is 
indicative of both safeguards and changes 
in conditions over time. Many of the abuses 
and problems in the educational and training 
programs following WW II were the result of 
the sheer volume of trainees at a particular 
point in time and a lack of previous involve
ment of federal programs in the educational 
process. The probability of such abuses oc
curring at the present time would appear to 
be minimized due to the widespread experi
ence a.nd interaction of the federal govern
ment and the educational community in a 
wide variety of financial programs and the 
absence of a large volume of veterans enter
ir..g educational institutions simultaneously. 
Some problem areas still remain. 

17. Whi le progress has been made toward 
reducing abuses in training by correspond
ence, some problems remain which warrant 
careful scrutiny and safeguards. 

Veteran participation in training by corre
spondence has increased substantially in re
cent years, but completion rates appear to be 
low. 

It appears that problems involving the ad
vert ising and sales function of some schools 
remain, though they ar~ less :f.a,gra.nt than 
in previous years. 

The functioning of the State Approving 
Agencies and their contractual relationship 
with the VA does not appear to provide for 
any systematic assurance of the soundness 
or educational quality of the correspondence 
courses. To date, no comprehensive assess
ment of the effectiveness of existing home
study programs an<.:. policies has been 
undertJ.ken. 
F. The Execution and Administration of the 

Educational and Training Programs 
18. In general, the Veterans Administration 

has administered the education benefits pro
grams effectively and responsibly over the 
three Conflict period:r. 

The organizational history of the VA is 
highlighted by developments reflecting func
tional changes based on operating experience 
and the establishment of legislative safe
guards. While great progress has been made 
in reducing abuses in the programs and 
operational inefficiencies, there are some re
maining problems: 

Some delays are caused by the failure ot 
educational institutions to promptly certify 
veterans enrollment in their schools. Some 
delays are caused by errors and backlogs in 
the processing of educational applications 
and claims in the Regional Offices. The VA 
appears to be taking steps to improve its 
service to veterans in this regard through 
instituting several new procedures, but it is 
too early to evaluate the effectiveness of these 
changes. 

19. Differences in treatment of veterans 
pursuing college degrees and veterans pur
suing non-degree postsecondary educational 
programs may be inhibiting the use of bene
fits for below college level training. 

There are several policies regarding prog
ress and attendance that clearly show differ
ential treatment "uetween veterans in degree
gra.nting programs and veterans pursuing 
other postsecondary educational programs. 
These policies, which include clock hour vs. 
credit hour policies, certification o! attend
ance requirements, and change of course 
requirements, are based on an educational 
situation that wa.s the standard 23 years a.go, 
but is no longer applicable. 

The application of these differential po
licies places constraints on veterans pursu
ing non-degree programs, such a.s vocational 
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or technical programs, and may be discour
aging veterans from pursuing these pro
grams. Participation rates which have in
dicated. a decline in below college level edu
cation suggest that these policies have had 
a detrimental effect on enrollment in non
degree educational programs: this is particu
larly inappropriate at a time when there is 
increased emphasis on this form of education 
in legislation, government programs, and 
projections of manpower needs. 

20. The limited effect of other Federal 
agencies' effects to provide education and 
training to veterans has been due in part to 
a lack of overall direction, leadership and 
coordination. Although the degree of coordi
nation between the VA and other agencies is 
greater now than during the previous two 
confiict periods, it remains limited. When the 
VA has exercised initiative and leadership the 
results have been good. 

The VA has increased its participation on 
lnteragency committees and increased its 
working relationshiI,s with Federal agencies. 
However, the VA's coordination effort varies 
greatly from agency to agency. With some 
agencies and organizations the VA has built 
ongoing working relationships at both the 
national and local levels. On the other hand, 
coordination with the plethora of local level 
community services is left to the discretion 
of the regional or field office. 

21. Other Federal agencies have increased 
the scope of their assistance efforts for both 
the general public and for veterans over 
what they were during the post-World War 
II and Korean Conflict eras. However, many 
of these efforts are limited in the effect they 
will have on the Vietnam Era veterans. 

Federal agencies other than the VA are 
providing a much greater degree of assistance 
to the education and training needs of veter
ans than during the post-World War II and 
Korean eras. In fact, the Manpower Admin
istration, the Office of Economic Opportunity, 
and most of the aid programs of the Office of 
Education did not exist during the earlier 
periods so that strict comparisons cannot be 
made. Although the number of veterans 
served by these programs represent a formid
able achievement, it must be placed in the 
context of greater Federal involvement in 
education and manpower policy in general. 
Furthermore, the special efforts to provide 
services to veterans have come at a late point 
in the Vietnam Era and some have suffered 
budgetary cutbacks, significantly limiting 
their effect. 

THE COUP IN CHILE 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, little 

more than a week ago, the constitution
ally established government of Chile was 
overthrown. A military junta, with no 
legitimacy other than that bestowed 
by force, replaced a government that was 
in the midst of an extraordinary social 
experiment. 

Severe restraints on the personal free
dom of Chilean citizens were swiftly im
posed. Congress was suspended, pro-Al
lende political parties were outlawed. 
Publication of opposition newspapers was 
halted; public demonstrations were for
bidden. Even nonleftist political parties 
were placed in "indefinite recess"-the 
junta reasoning that they would not be 
needed since "the main function of the 
parties is in congress anyway." 

As many as 7,000 Chileans have been 
imprisoned in the national stadium in 
Santiago. Reports indicate that there 
have been perhaps 500 summary execu
tions and _10,000 to 15,000 foreign refu
gees are anxiously waiting for the junta 
to decide what shall happen to them, 

while the military-dominated press stirs 
feelings of xenophobia. 

The U.S. Government has still made 
little response. I hope our Government's 
reaction will help to protect the hwnan 
rights of the thousands of people either 
in custody or awaiting word of their 
status as refugees. Encouragement of 
humane treatment for prisoners and 
their families, civil trials for civilians and 
protection of refugees should be essential 
elements of U.S. policy. These rights are 
embodied in the international legal in
struments referred to in Senate Concur
rent Resolution 46. That resolution ex
presses the sense of the Congress that 
President Nixon request the junta to 
observe these rights. I enthusiastically 
support it. 

And because I believe we should do 
what we can to restore constitutional 
democracy in Chile, I find it regrettable 
that our Government was so quick to 
recognize the new rulers of Chile. The 
United States has embraced too many 
repressive regimes. Let us make sure we 
do not become tied to yet another. There 
is time enough for the junta to prove it 
intends to renew Chile's democratic her
itage. 

The early signs point in the other di
rection. Last Friday, General Leigh an
nounced that the junta is drafting a new 
constitution which would increase the 
role of the military in the government 
of a country in which non-involvement 
of the armed forces is a long-standing 
tradition. Ominously, he also announced 
that the constitution would not be sub
mitted for popular ratification. It ap
pears that the junta is settling in for a 
long stay. 

We should use our influence to help 
persuade the junta that the wisest course 
lies in restoring democracy to Chile. 
Such opportunities will arise when the 
new regime seeks foreign aid and Ex
port-Import Bank credits. 

It has been shown that American citi
zens once participated in an attempt to 
undermine the Allende government. U.S. 
policy tended to subordinate our na
tional interests to the protection of com
mercial interests in Chile. Aid was, for 
example, extended the Chilean military. 
Credits for the purchase of Boeings w&s 
denied Allende. Our protestations of non
involvement in the coup are suspect and 
at the least exaggerated. I trust the 
United States was not directly involved 
in the coup. But it was involved in un
dermining Allende. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee should make public enough of 
the secret testimony of the Assistant 
Secretary of State for Inter-American 
Affairn to clarify the U.S. role and, hope
fully, put suspicions to rest. At the pres
ent the United States is perceived 
throughout the world as siding once 
again with the generals and against the 
people. 

Mr. President, this is especially troub
ling because of the close philosophical 
link between the movements for inde
pendence in the United States and Latin 
America. In the early 19th century, the 
open, honest, free spirit of America 
spread throughout the hemisphere and 
helped to liberate the people of South 

America. That kind of revolution is rare, 
and probably cannot be recreated. I only 
hope we can recover a bit of that spirit, 
and conduct ourselves in a way which 
will foster the growth of liberty else
where, once more. In recognizing, once 
again, that morality and self-interest 
can converge, the United States would 
be enhancing its power and influence 
in a world which once saw it as its last 
and bsst hope. 

A'QTO REPAIR RIPOFF 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, there is 

not a car owner in this country who does 
not feel that, at some time in his driving 
career, he has been unjustly treated by 
an auto repair shop. Part of this feeling 
is due to our ignorance of the complex 
workings of modern automobiles, but 
part is also due to the unethical and 
sometimes illegal practices of the auto 
repair industry. 

There are many honest and hard
working auto repairmen in this Nation, 
but their name has been besmirched by 
those among them who think nothing of 
defrauding the public. State legislature 
after State legislature has begun to 
grapple with this problem in an effort to 
assure the car owner of basic consumer 
rights and restore some measure of con
fidence between the repairman and the 
car owner. 

Earlier this year, I introduced an 
Auto Repair Industry Licensing Act (S. 
1950). That legislation is designed to en
courage and assist States in establishing 
programs to license auto repair shops 
and appraisers. This is a national prob
lem and Congress must act now to meet 
it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article which appeared in 
the July, 1973 issue of Soldier's magazine 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RIPOFF 

(By Barney Halloran) 
At a run-down little gas station not far 

from a major interstate highway a greasy
fingered, stubbly-faced mechanic lowered 
the hood on a hot '70 Malibu with little more 
than a sniff and a glance. He grinned and 
said, "That'll be $75, soldier-plus parts." 

With out-of-state plates on a downed car 
you're at the mercy of the closest repair 
station. But that doesn't mean you'll get 
any better deal closer to home. It's all part 
of what's been called the great American 
automobile repair ripoff. 

If 25 billion crisp dollar bills were stacked 
in the Astrodome with guards watching them 
day and night and if the money was with
drawn only to pay for auto repairs, every 
buck would be gone in a year. A lot of them 
wasted. In Senate subcommittee hearings 
on the automobile repair industry, estimates 
on unsatisfactory, unsafe or unnecessary 
work ran as high as 60 percent. "But just 
assume," said Senator Philip Hart, "that 10 
percent is done in an unsatisfactory fashion. 
It's not a nickel-and-dime operation." 

In fact, the automobile repair industry is 
part of the second largest in the country and 
for good reason. Although we have only 
6 percent of the earth's population living in 
this land of superhighways, we operate more 
than half the world's automobiles. For every 
10 miles traveled in the United States, 9 are 
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by automobile while statistics show you're 
400 times safer traveling by air. 

If automobiles could vote we'd probably be 
locked up. Not including military vehicles, 
there are more than 100 million motor ve
hicles cruising the country and we generally 
put them together improperly, abuse them 
and when they're sick send them to the 
equivalent of a witch doctor for "the cure." 
The average automobile doctor bill is now in 
excess of $270 a year and rising. How much 
of that money actually buys adequate, rea
sonable and safe repairs is subject to whose 
argument you're listening to. 

While there are a lot of ways a. soldier and 
his dough are separated, stand warned; the 
auto repair ripoff has been developed into 
a fine science. 

THE ESCALATING ESTIMATE 

There's an old story about an optician 
teaching his son the business. It goes like 
this: "You tell the customer the charge is 
$10. If he doesn't blink you tell him that's for 
the frame, plus $10 for the lenses. If he still 
doesn't blink you add, 'that's for each lens.'" 

That's how the escalating estimate works 
with automobile repairs. The Deputy Attor
ney General of California offered this ex
ample: "Let's s.ay a customer is quoted $89 .50 
for a motor overhaul. The repairman takes 
the car apart, contacts the customer (usually 
by phone late in the afternoon-the plan
ned psychological effect is to compel the cus
tomer to agree to anything because he wants 
his car back) and tells him the car flunked 
the micrometer test. It's going to cost him 
$139.40. If the customer says no, he's told it'll 
cost him $79.50 just to put the engine back 
together .a.gain and it still won't work. He's 
now a captive customer and in a poor bar
gaining position." 

As often happens the customer is called 
again the next day and told, "Bee.a.use of 
the condition of your car, the $139 job 
can't be guaranteed. It's gonna take $399 
to get the job done. If the customer balks, 
he'll probably be offered .a. $349 repair that 
isn't fully guaranteed." 

THE DECLINING ESTIMATE 

Another operation works just the other 
way around. The declining estimate is a game 
often played by transxnission specialists on 
older c.ar owners. The customer is quoted a. 
price of $350 for a fully rebuilt transmission 
with a lifetime guarantee. If he refuses he's 
offered a less satisfactory 6-month guarantee 
for only $250. If that doesn't work, he's offered 
the economy job for $175 with a 90-day guar
antee. 

The customer is in a bind. He doesn't 
know the value of any job he's being sold 
or whether it needs to be done at all. 

THE PHANTOM PART 

Let's say you bring your car in for a tune
up. The bill comes to $135. You're shown an 
old ground-up starter that looks like yours. 
"We had to replace it," says the mechanic. 
Except they didn't but you paid for a new 
starter anyhow. The one you saw didn't come 
from your car at all. Yours is where it always 
was but now has a fresh coat of black paint 
on it. 

THE NONMECHANIC'S SALES JOB 

According to Congressional testimony 
there's an increasing tendency for salesmen 
or service managers-without mechanical ex
perience--to pressure or convince customers 
to have their cars either fully tuned or taken 
apart before the full extent of the car's prob
lem can be diagnosed. 

The State of California for example, h.as 
found service managers being trained and en.
couraged to sell repairs. One report from 
California: "When .a car owner comes into a. 
dealer's shop he is sold repairs by a. so-called 
service salesman who often doesn't even look 
under the hood to find out what's n~ded. At 
best he guesses; at worst he pads the pill with 

unnecessary rep.airs to improve his salary 
which is usually ba-Sed on a percentage of 
the gross business." 

According to the automobile industry, for 
proper service there should be a ratio of one 
mechanic to every 60 automobiles. That isn't 
the case. A dealer's spokesman commented, 
"The shortage of trained and qualified me
chanics is fast approaching a national crisis." 
It's been estimated that 50,000 new mechanics 
will be needed ea.ch year for the next 10 years 
just to keep up with the exploding car popu
lation. But that says nothing about training. 

One large garage owner stated that in years 
past he had a good choice of mechanics but 
now he'll take anyone who comes in off the 
street. Except for a. few states that test and 
certify mechanics, anyone with a tool box 
or access to one can call himself a mechanic. 
And many so-called mechanics are frankly 
incompetent. "There is no standardization of 
mechanic training," says the California At
torney General. "Many cars leave the shop in 
worse condition than when they arrived." 

Labor charges for repairs are based on one 
of two methods; actual time spent doing 
the job or a flat rate book which breaks 
each job down into allowed time. (Flat rate 
time times hourly rate equals charge.) Un
fortunately the flat rate book leaves little 
time for proper diagnosis and many me
chanics find it easy to "beat the book" by 
cutting corners. If the mechanic is really un
trained and working on actual time, you pay 
while he toys, tinkers, goofs and messes. Your 
bill w111 probably be higher than the cost 
quoted in the flat rate book. 

THE EMPTY GUARANTEE 

"25 percent off labor and parts when work 
is done in our garage" or "90-day guarantee 
on parts and labor, all parts a.t dealer's cost." 
These and similar guarantees a.re virtually 
worthless yet several large companies rou
tinely advertise this way while instructing 
their shops not to perform guarantee work 
for free. If the car is returned under guaran
tee you're usually charged anyhow. The ex
planation is that the malfunction is not re
lated to the work done or the car was a.bused. 

CHARGES FOR WORK NOT DONE 

Both the Federal Trade Commission and 
Consumers Union frequently receive com
plaints of charges for work not done. It's very 
simple. Since the flat rate manual pays a me
chanic based on the job he's supposed to be 
doing, if he doesn't do it he stlll gets paid. 
It's completely possible for a. mechanic to 
get paid for 18 or 20 flat rate hours in a.n 8-
hour day. And if you're charged for parts 
never inntalled the shop makes money on the 
part, makes money on the nonexistent labor 
and the mechanic makes a commission on the 
sale of a. part he didn't install. 

B..I\IT AND SWITCH 

The newspaper ad claiming, "Brake job, 
complete for $14.95," is pretty common. But 
when you get to the shop the service man
ager tells you confidentially, "The linings 
used are horrible. Your car won't really be 
safe to drive. Play it safe, get the $30 job." 
And for that matter the man is correct. The 
$14.95 job probably is shoddy but for $30 
you could have gotten your brakes fixed in 
any reputable shop. 

NONEXISTENT SERVICES 

Another common come-on is the ad claim
ing free towing service, free loan car and 
instant credit. The truck is usually out, the 
loan car's already on loan and the credit deal 
is with a slick outfit up the street willing to 
charge you the maximum interest the law al
lows. Free loan cars are usually tied to buy
ing "guaranteed repairs" or the most expen
sive job in the shop. 

USED PARTS SOLD AS NEW 

Everyone knows that rebuilt parts almost 
always cost less than new parts and much 
less than "Genuine Parts." But when you pay 

for a new part you should get one. It doesn't 
always happen that way. For example, a. new 
starter sells for $53.45. Yours just needs a. 
new drive gear. So your starter is removed 
and sent out for a rebuild costing the garage 
$9.80. You get a rebuild off the shelf for the 
full price of a new one. You bought a paint 
job and $9.80 worth of repairs. 

HAPPY MOTORING, TROOP 

Cross country trips on PCS orders and 
vacations give you an opportunity to learn 
how efficient some service stations are at 
getting parts. It works something like this: 

Let's say your wife stops for gas. The hood 
opens and a mechanic squirts a shot of 
oil on your alternator. "Gee, ma'am, look. 
Your alternator's all shot. See, it's spraying 
oil. You get back on the interstate and in 
10, 15 miles it'll just fall apart." 

To which the lady responds, "Is there any
thing you can do?" 

To which the mechanic responds, "Well, I 
can take a look and see if we have a replace
ment for it." 

Sure enough. It just so happens they do 
and your wife cruises out with a $100 bill 
crunched on her credit card never knowing 
she was had. 

FIRE 

Not too long ago, a soldier's dad was driv
ing his son's car back from California. He 
stopped at a gas station, up went the hood 
and by George, the alternator was on fire. In 
this case the station boys didn't feel as 
though the driver would go for the oil trick. 

He was told the alternator would have to 
be replaced along with the voltage regulator. 
The story was the regulator points fused to
gether and started the fire. Although no 
warning lights lit on the dash board and 
there was no smell of smoke until the hood 
was raised, the gentleman was stuck. 

LEAN ON ME 

The same situation often occurs with out
of-state cars. A sensible trooper will have his 
car checked before taking a. long trip home. 
If he happens into a less than reputable 
garage, once the mechanic spots out-of-state 
plates, the game is on. 

Suppose you're about to return from 2 
weeks' leave and want a tune-up before head
ing back to post. You go to the shop and 
there's your engine all over the floor. You 
can't drive away and the man wants a 
month's pay. The first mistake was signing 
what's laughingly called a "work order." The 
tiny lines below your signature usually read 
something. like this: 

"I hereby authorize the repair work herein 
set forth to be done along with the necessary 
material and agree that you are not responsi
ble for loss or damage to vehicle or articles 
left in vehicle in case of fire, theft or any 
other cause beyond your control or for any 
delays caused by unavailability of parts or 
delays in parts shipment. I hereby grant you 
or your employees permission to operate the 
vehicle herein described on streets, high
ways or elsewhere for the purpose of testing 
and/or inspection. An express mechanic's lien 
is hereby acknowledged on above vehicle to 
secure the amount of repair thereto." 

"Necessary material" means whatever the 
boys in the shop decide to stick on. You al
ready agreed. The "express mechanic's lien" 
is something else. It means if you don't pay 
the garage they can sell your car to cover the 
cost of their work. In many states your car 
can be sold without any court authorization 
and in others only summary court proceed
ings are necessary. In any case, it's likely 
your car won't draw top dollar; after all the 
garage just wants to get rid of it. Therefore 
you can't expect much of a return-if any at 
all-after it's sold. 

NEVER A BLANK CHECK 

One way to save yourself unnecessary re
pairs is to scratch out the last word in tiny 
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print on the work order. Scratch "thereto" 
and write "initialed hereunder." Don't stop. 
Ask the mechanic or service rep to list all the 
parts needed for the job on each line, initial 
them and scratch out the remaining blank 
lines. Leaving them blank is like writing a 
blank check and nobody should be that 
dumb. 

A SHINY NEW PROBLEM 

Many people feel the best way to avoid 
expensive repair bills is buy a new car-after 
all, it's protected by a warranty. However, 
most people don't seem to understand what 
is and what isn't covered by their warranty. 

Let's begin at the beginning. The Federal 
Trade Commission concluded that warranties 
were first designed as a device to seZl automo
biles. An executive of one major automobile 
corporation went so far as to say, "But when 
you boll it all down, there's only one reason 
for the 5 year/50,000 mile warranty and Certi
fied Car Care-and that reason is simple ..• 
to sell cars!" 

That's one reason why warranties do not 
cover parts and labor for normal maintenance 
like tune-ups; adjustments of wheels, brakes 
and clutches; lubes and oil changes; replace
ment of brake linings, spark plugs, ignition 
points, filters, clutch plates and lights. That's 
also why deterioration of soft trim, decorative 
bright trim, painted and rubber parts are ex
cluded from warranties. 

POOR MR. DEALER 

The new car dealer is caught between the 
consumer on one side and the manufacturer 
on the other. Look at it from his point of 
view for a minute. Six years ago the aver
age dealer had $19,000 invested in his busi
ness. His total sales were $1,490,000 a year 
Net income after taxes was $14,000. That's a 
miserable 10.8 percent return on investment 
and 1.8 percent profit. In the meantime 
the manufacturers made eight times that 
much. 

If you're wondering why warranty work is 
often undone or done miserably, it's partly 
because the dealer doesn't get reimbursed 
from the factory at the same rate he can 
charge his customers. He bas to work cheaper 
on warranty work. The National Association 
of Automobile Dealers reported there are 
at least nine additional bookkeeping steps 
involved in doing warranty work for which 
the dealer isn't reimbursed at all. He's also 
required to save, tag and inventory parts re
placed under the warranty. Oftentimes the 
factory will not reimburse him at all for 
work done under a warranty. If his book
keeping doesn't meet factory specifications 
they may reclaim money already paid him. 
And the manufacturers' fiat rate book allows 
the very least worktime for mechanics. 

That, according to the FTC, is why the 
dealer charges you 20 to 70 percent more for 
parts and labor. He's trying to make up the 
loss he suffers doing warranty work. 

INSUFFICIENT EFFORT 

The editor of Motor Age commented that 
"Manufacturers are beginning to realize the 
crux of their dealer service problem may be 
the car was never designed for the conven
ience of the motorist and the profit of the 
mechanic. In short it was never designed to 
be serviced." 

Maybe that's why a Consumer's Union poll 
found 20 percent of all warranty work per
formed unsatisfactorily, why Newsweek's poll 
showed 14 percent of new car buyers com
plaining of unsatisfactory dealer service, why 
the FTC reported "evidence available to this 
Commission indicates that performance 
under warranties has fallen short of reason
able consumer expectations," and why the 
FTC reported in plain English: "Have the 
manufacturers and the dealers made a suf
ficent effort to put cars in top-notch operat
ing condition? Based on the evidence the 
answer to this question is 'No'!" 

BUY A USED LEMON 

Some people feel that in buying a used car 
they'll finally get their hands on a car with 
all the bugs worked out and a good bit of 
life left. Could be. 

Dr. William N. Leonard, Professor of Eco
nomics at Hofstra University, offered this 
little teaser: "Because of rapid depreciation 
rates hastened by Detroit's planned obsoles
cence (the typical new car depreciates 30-33 
percent the first year, 17-20 percent the sec
ond and so on) and resale prices being set 
at low levels, the dealer can take a used car, 
fix it up and resell it in a seller's market at 
a profit of several hundred dollars per vehi
cle. In fact, many dealers will make $400 on 
a used car selling for $2000, and only $150 on 
a new car selling for $3000. The result is that 
used car buyers-those as a rule with lower 
incomes-help subsidize the new car buyer 
who has more income to begin with." 

A few years ago a former aeronautical en
gineer named Glenn Kriegel established one 
of the country's first auto diagnostic cen
ters. His operation was and is all diagnostic. 
He does no repairs. Mr. Kriegel is not in the 
business of telling people their cars are sick 
so his mechanics can play doctor. 

"Approximately 40 percent of our business 
is on used ca.rs people are intending to buy," 
says Mr. Kriegel. "We find that in most cases 
a large percentage of the used cars offered 
for sale to the general public is in very poor 
condition. In fact, our records show an aver
age of $175 repairs required and these are not 
skimpy repairs. We find in many cases these 
cars come from dealers who advertise them 
as reconditioned and offer certain nebulous 
warranties on them. In fact, they are not as 
advertised." 

HOW SAFE? 

Just because a used car bas a safety sticker 
attached there is no guarantee the vehicle is 
safe. A late model used car being sold by a 
reputable dealer can be used as an example. 
On an independently run test lane this car 
was found to have its left frame horn, sus
pension and cross members tack-welded to
gether. Apparently the workmen forgot to 
finish the welding job. The left front wheel 
was coming off. Driven on the highway it 
probably would have ca.used a fatality. How
ever, the safety sticker on the window was 
brand-spanking new. 

A safety sticker does not mean a car is 
road safe. Insufficient state inspections were 
noted in Senator Hart's bearings time and 
time again. Adequate inspections cost too 
much money. 

YE OLD GAS STATION 

Yet whether you have a new or used car you 
have to have it serviced somewhere. Most peo
ple complain dealers are too expensive, lines 
too long or appointments take days and 
sometimes weeks to arrange. Why not try the 
local gas station? It's at least convenient. 

The fact to remember is a gas pumper 
does not a mechanic make. If you can find 
a service station with a knowledgeable me
chanic on duty you're in luck. But remember 
anybody can call himself a mechanic. 

In most stations you're paying the me
chanic according to a commercial fiat rate 
manual. The station generally has access to 
parts through nearby suppliers-although 
it must pay more than dealers for parts. But 
if you aren't satisfied with the work done 
you always have recourse to complain to the 
parent company. 

There are approximately 200,000 stations 
dotting the countryside; the best thing to do 
is make friends and find out what kind of 
service the ones near you are capable of per
forming. For starters, remember most sta
tions are not equipped to handle major jobs. 

INDEPENDENT GARAGES 

Most of the country's 112,000 independent 
garages are equipped to do major jobs. But 
there are independent garages and independ-

ent garages. The biggest ones have a ten
dency to treat you like just another customer 
while the smaller ones generally rely on re
peat business and seriously work at develop
ing a good reputation. 

More than 4,000 of these shops belong to 
the Independent Garage Owners Association 
(IGOA). They're small shops often doing less 
than $50,000 worth of business a year. One 
distinct advantage of going to an independ
ent garage belonging to the IGOA is their 
Verified Car Care Plan. These garages are able 
to service your car without invalidating a 
new car's warranty. It's a point often misun
derstood. You are not required to have main
tenance performed on a new car by the 
dealer, only warranty repairs. your warranty 
to show you're living up to your part of the 
warranty in having maintenance performed 
as prescribed by the factory. 

While the independent does have some 
trouble getting parts, you can expect to pay 
lower rates in an independent garage than at 
a dealer's. Despite an FTC order some dealers 
will not sell certain parts to independents. 
The "captive part" problem, however, gen
erally doesn't affect the average repair. 

You might be interested to know that 
representatives of IGOA have testified that 
approximately 20 percent of the work they 
do is to correct repairs done elsewhere. 

SPECIALTY SHOPS 

Redoing work suggests someone hasn't 
lived up to his part of the bargain which is 
what the Federal Trade Commission has been 
busy trying to get some specialty shops to do. 
The companies under the Federal gun were 
not fly-by-night operations but franchised 
shops whose parent companies have been 
stung several times by the FTC for using de
ceptive sales schemes and false and mislead
ing advertising. 

Specialty shops offer promises of quick 
service, all sorts of guarantees and special 
sales. But the best promise is one you should 
make to yourself. Buy only what you went 
for. It seems your car can be diagnosed as 
having more problems in a specialty shop 
than almost anywhere else. The FTC and Of
fice of Consumer Affairs both agree you 
should shop carefully. 

THE MASS MERCHANDISERS 

The fastest growing chains of repair shops 
are related to the country's giant depart
ment stores and mail order companies. Their 
biggest advantage is low prices on parts. 
It's the old story of buying power: the more 
they buy, the cheaper they get it. However, 
complaints registered seem to indicate the 
large department stores do not have the best 
mechanics and their shops are not equipped 
for much more than the general repairs 
available at most good service stations. 

If you have a gripe about the work done 
some lawyers feel you have a better chance 
of settling your complaint with the big boys. 
But if you refuse to pay your bill you can 
be almost certain your credit rating will suf
fer. First thing to go will be your company 
credit card, then comes a big black mark on 
your general credit record. 

MORE THAN MONEY 

Since the American automobile yearly 
becomes more complicated, involving more 
gadgetry, buzzers, lights, electric windows 
and air conditioning systems, it pays the 
owner to know more about it. The more gear 
on a car, the more chance for failure and 
costly repairs. Interestingly enough, Dr. Rob
ert Brenner, while Deputy Director of the 
National Highway Safety Bureau, com
mented that according to their studies, a full 
32 percent of all safety related defects on to
day's automobiles were design related. In 
simple English the design was unsafe from 
the start. 

With the passage of the Motor Vehicle 
Safety Act of 1966, manufacturers are now 
required to notify buyers of any safety re-
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lated defect. Last year 12,081,803 vehicles 
were recalled but only 70 percent of the own
ers showed up to get their free repairs. 

Unattended safety defects, faulty repairs 
e,nd the high cost of repairs can do more 
than ruin your budget, they can end your 
life. Senator Hart said, "If consumers are 
wasting conservatively one-third of all re
pair dollars ..• obviously some of that bad 
work must end up in death or injury." 

Donald H. Decant, a member of the So
ciety of Automotive Engineers and owner 
Gf the country's first independent auto diag
nostic center, testified that 85 percent of the 
cars tested in his shop had safety related 
faults. Twenty-six percent had hazardous 
braking faults and 16 percent more had po
tentially hazardous brakes. 

The Department of Transportation has 
flatly concluded the quality of repair is in
adequate. From available data, DOT found 
repairs to safety-critical systems-brakes, 
front end, steering, suspension and tires
were inadequate 23 percent of the time when 
work was performed under warranty and 12 
percent of the time when the customers paid. 

Those defects translate into accidents. In 
a recent limited study of turnpike accidents 
11 percent were the result of a vehicle fail
ure. Is the figure higher? In most cases, 
without an auto autopsy it's hard for police 
investigators to determine failure. If a car 
goes off the road and the driver dies, the 
accident is usually chalked up to driver error 
or fatigue, not vehicle failure. Systems known 
to fall most frequently are tires and brakes. 

So when it comes time for new tires, forget 
retreads and cheapies. Consider how much a 
$14.95 brake job might eventually cost. Be
fore buying a new car figure the cost seri
ously. DOT estimates a new car should last 
100,000 miles or 10 years to be economical. 
(Yet the Government sells its own cars at 
60,000 miles.) If you make a comparison, 
even as the clunker gets older, repairs each 
year still cost less than depreciation which 
makes keeping an old car cheaper tllan buy
ing a new one. And before buying a monster 
consider a smaller car. They are cheaper to 
operate, maintain a.nd insure. 

"If consumers have been finding it im
possible to get the car that takes fewer 
repairs from domestic manufacturers-ob
viously we have some explanation for the 
increase in imports," said Senator Hart. 

"Of course, not all repair problems can be-
nor should be-blamed on incompetent me
chanics. We have been told by industry that 
incompetency exists. We have been lectured 
about the need for many more mechanics. 

"But overspending for repairs grows from 
many seeds. Some grow from incentives in 
the present system, some from human error, 
some from out-and-out fraud-a lot from 
design." 

IS THERE NO JUSTICE? 

.'.rhe solutions offered to the motorist are 
legion. Consumer groups, legislators, econo
mists and safety groups all have solutions to 
offer but then so do the manufacturers. 

The best defensive policy is of course to 
learn more about your automobile and how 
it functions. Junior colleges, YMCAs, posts, 
some independent garages and women's clubs 
often offer basic courses for beginners. Con
sidering how much money people tie up in 
their automobiles over a life-time, a basic 
course or two could certainly be considered 
an investment. In the meantime play 
defensively. 

DEFENSIVE MEASURES 

Read warranties and guarantees carefully, 
look !or the loopholes that will cost you 
later. Do they include labor? 

Get a.n estimate in writing before signing 
anything. 

Ask to see the flat rate book and ask what 
the shop's hourly rate is. 

Don't let a. dealer show you a commercial 

flat rate book for repairs. Commercial books 
allow more time than factory books. 

Get the work order filled out in full before 
signing. 

Cross out all blank lines on work order. 
Initial repairs on work order. Scratch out 

"thereto" and write "initialed hereunder." 
Don't take verbal promises from anyone. 

Get it in writing. 
Get out of your car in a strange service 

station-especially on the highway-and 
make sure it's not sabotaged. 

Don't let any shop take your transmission 
or engine apart until you're sure it needs 
it. Get a second opinion from another flhop. 

Avoid places that advertise heavily; the 
odds are against you. Good shops don't need 
to buy ads. 

Paint or scratch an identifying mark on 
major parts to prevent being sold your own 
gear. 

Don't give in to "The Phone Call." Stick 
to what work you wanted done. 

Don't be afraid to back out if the price 
sounds too high. 

Contact your local Better Business Bureau 
to check out local repairmen's reputations. 

If work isn't done properly, ten the hombre 
after talking with your legal assistance offi
cer you intend to blow the whistle to--the 
FTC, the DA's office, your state's office of 
consumer affairs, the Better Business Bureau 
and anybody else you can think of. 

RESIGNATION OF PRESIDENT ROB
ERT PANTZER OF MONTANA 

M.r. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
the past decade, one of the most difficult 
professions has been that of presidency 
of a college or university. Ten or 15 
years ago, the position of university 
president was highly regarded and 
greatly sought. Today, the situation is 
considerably different. There are many 
colleges and universities-large and 
small-with vacancies or attempting to 
seek new administrators. This is due, in 
part, because of the student protest 
movement, which appe1\rs to have waned, 
and the complexities of financing higher 
education and that becomes more dif
ficult each year. 

In the St-ate of Montana, we have been 
fortunate in having a president at the 
University in Missoula who has weath
ered the storm and done an excellent 
job. Robert Pantzer has always fairly 
represented the interests of the students, 
the faculty, and the Montana taxpayers. 
After nearly 9 years, Bob Pantzer has 
decided to step down. This is his own 
decision and one I regret as I had hoped 
that Bob Pantzer would remain in the 
position he has executed so well. I do un
derstand, however, and I hope that he 
will go on to other pursuits which will 
benefit the State and Nation. 

President Pantzer survived some diffi
cult years during the student protest 
movement and I know of few who have 
been greater advocates of the interests 
of the students. In recent years, because 
of the financial problems facing a State 
like Montana, the university system has 
had to absorb some serious budget cuts. 
President Pantzer has met these direc
tives head on and has continued to ad
minister the university in line with the 
fiscal realities of this day and age. 

Bob Pantzer is a Montanan who knows 
and understands the State. He will go 
down in history as one of the great pres-

idents of our university and I wish to 
take this opportunity to wish Bob and 
his wife, Ann, success in whatever they 
plan to do in this academic year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the attached editorial 
printed at the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the edi
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A DECENT MAN Is STEPPING DOWN 

Bob Pantzer's resignation as president or 
the University of Montana, announced 
Tuesday at a faculty meeting, was expected. 
He will step down next July 1 after nearly 
nine years in one of Montana's most exact
ing jobs. His action is voluntary. 

He's been a fine president, but as he 
noted in his gracious resignation statement, 
vast changes are under way in higher educa
tion generally and at the UM particularly. 
"The time for new, different and vigorous 
approaches seems to be at hand," he said. 

In addition to the need for new blood, 
Pantzer cited his own exhaustion with a job 
that requires him to work seven days a week, 
12 months a year. He also mentioned the 
frustrations caused him by the budget 
crunch, which occurred this year when the 
legislature declined to fund the university 
at all well. Pantzer's administration of the 
budget crunch last spring brought him into 
sharp conflict ·.,ith elements of the faculty, 
especially in the College of Arts and Sciences_ 
That conflict still simmera warmly and 
might heat up again this fall. 

So it was wise for Pantzer to step down. 
Thankfully, he will be around this academic 
year to try to solve various conflicts, and will 
provide an experienced hand as the entire 
Montana University System enters a new 
administrative era with a new board of re
gents, a new commissioner of higher educa
tion vested with extensive powers, an<l a new 
Commission on Post-Secondary Education 
which will try to bring order to Montana's 
nonsensical system of higher education. 
Pantzer is hitting it just right: He will be 
around when his experience is needed, and 
step down at the proper moment. 

His predecessor, Robert Johns, used to 
cite indignantly a Time magazine article 
that described the UM as a "graveyard of 
presidents." It was no such thing, said 
Johns, who hit the bone pile after slightly 
less than three years in the job. 

So Pantzer took over a tough job and held 
it. He held it through tough years, espe
cially during the hot period of student anti
war protest. His performance on May 5, 1970, 
when more than 2,000 students gathered 
before Main Hall to protest against the Cam
bodian invasion and the Kent State kill
ings, was superb. He lent support to the 
aims of the protest, counselled against vio
lence or destruction, and never once then 
or later gave in to the maniacs who felt the 
university should crack down hard on non
violent protest. 

Pantzer is a man of spirit and backbone. 
He has been good for this institution; the 
right man at the right time. Now it is time 
for him to step down, and it speaks well of 
his intelligence and acumen that he recog
nizes this. 

The problem now facing the university 
system is to find a replacement who is not 
merely as good, but better.-Reyn-0lds. 

POWHATAN'S HISTORICAL 
COURTHOUSE 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 
beautiful old courthouse in Powhatan, 
Ark., which stands on a hill overtooklng 
the Black River, is being restored through 
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the efforts of a dedicated group of citi
zens of Lawrence County and with the 
aid of a grant from the Economic De
velopment Administration. 

I am pleased to have been able to work 
with the local citizens in assisting them 
in obtaining the grant fr.om EDA. 

An article in the Arkansas Gazette of 
September 23 tells of the efforts to re
store the courthouse and the years of 
work by the Powhatan Restoration Com
mittee and the Lawrence County Devel
opment Council. The restoration com
mittee raised $30,000 for the project. 

According to the Gazette article, not 
only has the courthouse been restored, 
but there are strong signs of new life in 
the community of Powhatan. The Ga
zette article states: 

Seeing their six years of work for the court 
house coming to fruition, the committee and 
Powhatan have a foundation for their hopes 
that the town, once the center of commerce 
and justice in the county, may now become a 
center for the rich history of Northeast 
Arkansas. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have the article from the Gazette 
printed in the RECORD, along with an 
earlier Gazette article, dated Septem
ber 14, 1972., announcing the EDA grant 
and the beginning of the restoration 
work. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Arkansas Gazette, Sept. 23, 1973] 
POWHATAN'S HISTORICAL COURTHOUSE GETS 

NEW LIFE 

(By Brenda Spillman) 
The 85-year-old county courthouse at 

Powhatan, standing like a monument over 
a Northeast Arkansas that already was dying 
when the Lawrence County seat was moved to 
Walnut Ridt,e in 1963, soon will have new 
life when its restoration as a state historical 
site is completed in this month. 

New life is what many residents hope the 
restoration will mean for Powhatan, county 
seat for 94 years and formerly the main trade 
center for the county. Once a thriving Black 
River port with nearly 1,500 residents, Pow
hatan began its decline in the 1880s when 
the railroads passed it by. 

Now the courthouse, standing on a hill 
. overlooking the Black River, dwarfs the 
town, which today probably has fewer than 

. 100 residents and not more than 25 buildings. 
"This restoration just may bring this com

munity alive again," said Mrs. Robert Flippo 
of Lake Charles, president of a committee of 
the County Development Council which be
gan the restoration campaign in 1967. 

Now that the courthouse restoration is 
almost complete, Mrs. Flippo and other mem
bers of the committee and the community 
are looking to a larger dream which was 
suggested by a team of visitors from Colo
nial Williamsburg in 1968. They are hoping 
eventually to restore several other buildings 
that date from the 1800s, from the old school
house, now used as a church by a Baptist 
congregation, down to the old river landing. 

"We even have dreamed that we might 
have a new landing on the river and operate 
an excursion boat," she said, "but of course 
that's only a wild dream so far." 

But it is not just a dream for the 100-year
old Methodist Church, which will be restored 
in the near future by its congregation. 

"But we're going to get the courthouse 
finished first," Mrs. Flippo said. "Then we'll 
see about the church." 

Bill Thompson of the state Parks and 
Tourism Department, which will take over 

the maintenance and operation of the court
house when restoration is completed. said 
that the old county jail, located behind the 
courthouse, probably also would be restored, 
although no :firm plans had been made. 

He said the department also was interested 
in restoring other old buildings such as the 
school, the old postoffice and a log house 
across from the courthouse which is believed 
to date from the 1830s. However, he said 
that so far the further restorations were 
"just talk, without budgeting." 

"That doesn't mean to say we wouldn't 
Ii' e to investigate it," he added. 

The restoration committee is well aware of 
the problems involved in getting money and 
interest in such a project after their six
year campaign for the courthouse restora
tion. 

"Of course, we all think the restorations 
of the other buildings would be wonderful, 
but just try to raise even the $30,000 we 
raised for the courthouse in a small farming 
community like this,'' Mrs. Leon Stewart of 
Lake Charles, past president of the rest ora
tion committee, said. 

"A lot of people right here in Powhatan 
said they would just as soon see the court
house burn as restore it," she added. 

She said that from the first the project 
had been nursed along by the "faithful 
few" in each community who thought the 
restoration was worthwhile. 

As early as 1964, residents were talking 
of making the courthouse into a museum, 
but it was not until 1967 that the Devel
opment Council, which ironically was instru
mental in the campaign to move the county 
seat to Walnut Ridge, formed the restoration 
committee. 

In 1969, a drive to raise $25,000, the com
mittee's estimate of the cost of repairing 
the exterior of the courthouse, began. The 
rest of the restoration was to be done in 
stages as the money became available. 

However, by the end of July 1970, more 
than $27,125 had been raised for the project 
through every means the :finance committee 
could imagine from raffles and rummage 
sales to solicitations from former residents 
of the area. 

Mrs. Elizabeth Myers of Black Rock, presi
dent of the finance committee, said more 
money was raised from former residents by 
letter than from within the county. She 
noted that contributions had come from 17 
states and included gifts from United States 
Representative Wilbur D . Mills of Kensett 
and then Memphis Mayor Henry Loeb. A 
former resident, who now lives in Florida, 
contributed $5,000 to the project. 

In 1970, the committee applied for a grant 
from the Economic Development Adminis
tration, with the backing of the Parks and 
Tourism Department. The only stipulation 
was that the courthouse be used as a 
restoration of a courthouse of the period 
rather than as a general museum. 

"There has been some bitterness that the 
courthouse is not to be used as a museum," 
Mrs. Stewart said, adding that many resi
dents had hoped to donate items to be dis
played at the courthouse. 

The grant was approved in the fall of 
1972, and work on the project, funded with 
the committee's $30,000 and $120,000 from 
the EDA, began last January. 

Hardy Little of Jonesboro, the architect 
for the restoration, said the courthouse, an 
example of the Victorian architecture prev
alent in the United States around 1888 when 
It was built, had been restored as closely to 
its original condition as possible using the 
architect's plans which were found in the 
vault of the circuit clerk's office. The only 
change made was the addition of electrical 
lighting and outlets. 

Little said the building was built on a 
foundation of native stone with brick that 
was manufactured locally at a kiln in the 
woods near the courthouse. He said the 

major work done on the building was the re
placing of the roof and the support of the 
main staircase, which had been removed, 
causing the stairs to sag and crack the ex
terior walls. 

Other than repainting and replacing of 
hardware and moldings, the major work 
!necessary for restoration of the interior 
was the replacing of the courtroom ceiling 
which had sagged under the weight of "liter
ally tons" of pigeon droppings, according to 
Mrs. Stewart. 

She said her son and Mrs. Flippo's son had 
shot "thousands" of pigeons that had roosted 
in the space between the roof and the court
room celling during the period when the 
courthouse was not being used. 

When the committee and members of the 
community went inside the courthouse at 
the beginning of the project to inspect the 
contents, Mrs. Stewart said they found the 
jury room off the courtroom "piled to the 
ceiling" with old documents, ~ome of which 
dated back to 1813. During the period of 
disuse, the documents had been rained on 
and some of them had been spoiled by pigeon 
droppings. Mrs. Stewart said those docu
ments and the ones found in the Circuit 
Clerk's vault were organized somewhat and 
removed to Walnut Ridge until the restora
tion was complete. 

Thompson said the state did not plan to 
o:::;en the courthouse to the public until next 
s3>ring and said that in the meantime the 
old records and documents would be further 
organized for display in two rooms to be 
set aside for a historical library. 

Mrs. Stewart said the Development Coun
cil hoped to get a grant to microfilm the 
docum ents and planned to make recordings 
of old trial records, found in the circuit 
clerk's vault, which would be played for visi 
tors to the courtroom. 

"We plan for the library to be open to in
terested students from the u niversities in 
the area," Mrs. Flippo said. "I understand 
some already are planning to write theses 
on the records we've found here." 

The records date back t o before the county 
was formed in 1815 and include the plans 
for old Davidsonville, the county seat when 
Lawrence still was part of Missouri Terri
tory. The county, second only to Arkansas 
County in age, is known as the Mother of 
Counties because 31 present-day counties 
were formed from its original area. 

Powhatan had its beginnings in the 1830s 
as a community which sprang up around a 
ferry crossing established there by John 
Ficklin, for many years the only resident . 
By 1839, the population had grown suffi
ciently to warrant the establishment of a 
steamboat landing. In 1866 the town was 
incorporated, according to the secretary of 
state's office. 

Lawrence County historian Walter McLeod 
wrote that Powhatan was a "thriving town 
when the county seat was moved there in 
1869, and then it took on new life." The :first 
courthouse was built there in 1873 and 
burned in 1885. A safe, built the year the 
courthouse burned, still stands in the re
stored courthouse which was built three 
years later. 

But McLeod's testimony of the prosperity 
of Powhatan when it became the county 
seat was short-lived. By 1887, the county 
had been divided into two districts with the 
Eastern District headquarters located at Wal
nut Ridge. Around that time the Frisco rail
road, unable to get the right of way to the 
Black River at Powhatan, routed through 
Black Rock, sounding the beginning of Pow
hatan's decline as a trade center. 

Evan Smith, father of Mayor C. A. Smith 
and a resident of Powhatan for 71 years, re
members better days at Powhatan. 

"You used to be able to go all over town 
on wooden sidewalks without ever getting 
on the ground,'' he said, adding that the 
town used to be a full half mile square and 
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extended to the river with a livery stable, 
packing house, sawmill and other businesses 
"' SSociated with the river trade. 

But Smith also remembers the ferry leav
ing around 1935 and the swing bridge, Pow
h atan's la.st link with the other side of the 
Black River, being removed around 1957. 

"Why sure, I helped take it down," he 
said. 

When U.S. Highway 63 was built across the 
county, it, like t he railroad, jumped over 
Powhatan, leaving the little town isolated 
on old state Highway 25. But while Pow
hatan was being cut off from efficient means 
of transportation, Walnut Ridge, crossed by 
U.S. Highway 67 and the Missouri Pacific 
Lines, was assured of growt h. 

By the time the move to consolidate the 
Eastern and Western District of the county, 
a bone of contention between the districts 
since early years finally succeeded in 1963, 
Powhatan already was all but dead. The vote 
was an overwhelming 11 to 1 in favor of the 
move, and even in Powhatan, the only town
ship to oppose the consolidation, the vote 
was a. slim 16 for and 24 against. 

Somewhere along the way, although the 
county and circuit clerks could not find a. 
record of it, the city government at Pow
hatan had gone inactive. According to Mrs. 
Vurnece Jones, circuit clerk a.t Walnut Ridge, 
part of the reason was because residents 
were not willing to pay city taxes. 

At the time of the consolidation, then 
County Judge Brooks Penn said he thought 
the newly approved state park at Lake 
Charles outside Powhatan, would mean more 
to the community than having the county 
seat there. 

But whether or not the park has meant 
a great deal to Powhatan, something has 
brought back at least a spark of life. The 
restoration committee has found enough in
terest to make the restoration of the court
house possible. In 1971, the town charter 
was reactivated, according to Mrs. Jones, and 
new city officials were elected. 

"The City Council is real active now," 
Mrs. Flippo said. 

Seeing their six yea.rs of work for the 
courthouse coming to fruition, the commit
tee and Powhatan ha-ve a foundation for 
their hopes that the town, once the center 
of commerce and justice in the col.mty, may 
now become a center for the rich history of 
Northeast Arkansas. 

[From the Arkansas Gazette, Sept. 14, 1972] 
COURTHOUSE REsTORATION WILL BEGIN 

PoWHATAN.-With the approval this week 
of a $120,000 Economic Development Admin
istration grant, restoration of the old, 
abandoned Lawrence County Courthouse 
here will get under way within 90 days, 
according to the architect for the project. 

Hardy Little m of Jonesboro said plans 
were complete and have been approved by 
both federal and state authorities. 

The building will be restored to its con
dition at the turn of the century when 
steamboats passed along the Black River. 
Some beautification of the bluff site also 
will be done. 

The project will employ 28 persons, Little 
said. 

The office of Senator J. William Fulbright 
(Dem., Ark.) advised earlier this week that 
the grant had been approved. The EDA grant 
is being matched by $30,000 from Lawrence 
County residents. 

Mrs. Leon Stewart of Powhatan, the old 
Western District county seat, was chairman 
of the Powhatan Restoration Committee. 
Mrs. Jay Myers of mack Rock served as fi
nance chairman. 

When the old two-story brick courthouse 
wa.s constructed in the late 19th Century, 
it was one oI two courthouses for the county, 
the other being at Walnut Ridge. Lawrence 
County often has been called the state's 

"mother of counties" because Sl counties 
were carved from the original Lawrence 
County. 

In the early 1960s, Lawrence County resi
dents voted to consolidate the districts into 
one and build a. new courthouse at Walnut 
Ridge, which had become the county's com
mercial a.nd governmental center after the 
railroad and highways bypassed Powhatan. 

The restoration project will be in
corporated into nearby Lake Charles State 
Park as a museum. 

IN DEFENSE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, last 

week my good friend and colleague Sen
ator KENNEDY received a Human Rights 
Award from. the Jewish Labor Commit
tee's Trade Union Council for Human 
Rights. 

I can think of no other person more 
deserving of such an award. Whenever 
and wherever fundamental human rights 
are in danger, Senator KENNEDY'S elo
quent voice is always raised in defense of 
freedom. Whether the repression has 
been in the Soviet Union, in Pakistan, in 
mster or in Greece, it diminishes all of 
us, and Senator KENNEDY, realizing this 
truth, has never been afraid to speak out. 

The Senator's remarks on this occa
sion about the situation in the Soviet 
Union are particularly noteworthy. He 
stated: 

The iron regime of Sta.Un is gone from the 
Soviet Union, and tensions between East and 
West have eased. But still we see Soviet man 
and women brutalized by the apparatus of 
state repression. Still we find writers and 
scientists and poets in the prisons and the 
mental institutions of that vast country. Still 
we :find Soviet Jews denied the right to free 
emigration. 

Still we wait for a sign of protest from the 
government of the United States. 

We ask our country why there is no pro
test when Solzhenitsyn is condemned? Why 
is there no protest when Sakharov is con
demned? Why is there no protest when Soviet 
Jews are condemned? 

What all of us here want is a. govern
ment that, even as it pursues its peaceful 
policies with the Soviet Union, will speak up 
against the human injustices and indignities 
that still plague that land. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of Senator KENNEDY'S remarks be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY AT 

THE THIRD ANNUAL HUMAN RIGHTS DINNER 
OF THE JEWISH LABOR COMMI.Tl'EE'S TRADE 
UNION COUNCIL FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, CHEST
NUT HILL, MAss., SEPTEMBER 21, 1973 
I am pleased and highly honored to be here 

this evening and to accept the Human Rights 
Award of the Jewish Labor Committee's 
Trade Union Council for Human Rights. 

I want to especially thank J.ack Sheink
man for his kind words and to express my 
pleasure at being a.ble to join with Ed Mi
lano, Julius Bernstein, Chick Chaikin, Mike 
O'Keefe, Joe Tonelli, Bill Cleary, Mllton Kap
lan, Massachusetts State AFL-CIO President 
Joe Sullivan and Rhode Island AFL-CIO 
President Tommy Policastro and so many 
other friends from the New England Labor 
movement. 

As a United States Senator, I can think of 
no greater accolade, no greater honor, than 
to be considered by men and women I deeply 
respect as having played a role in the ad
vancement of human rights. I know that Sam 

Angoff and Bob Quinn felt a similar sense of 
pride in this a.ward. 

For the banner of human rights has drawn 
the best from us, calling forth our greatest 
sacrifices and our greatest commitment. 

Both President Kennedy and Robert Ken
nedy pledged their lives to that banner. If 
there was one single cause they revered above 
all others, it was the ca.use of human rights. 

The poet John McCrea wrote: "To you 
from failing hands we throw the torch; be 
yours to hold it high. If ye break faith with 
us who die. We shall not sleep . . ." 

No organization ha.s held the torch so high 
as the Jewish Labor Committee. You stand 
as a tribute to the opportunities of America 
and a herald to the cause of freedom. 

You are the descendants of immigrants 
who came here alone, unsure of the future, 
but determined to live in freedom. You are 
the witnesses to the spirit of human rights 
in this land. And as leaders in this struggle, 
you must continue to speak out against every 
attempt to deny the rights of others. 

The history of the Jewish Labor Commit
tee and the Trade Union Council for Human 
Rights is the history of men dedicated to the 
cause of equality and the cause of .social jus
tice. It is the history of 40 years of battle to 
rescue the victims of oppression. It is the 
history of leaders like Charney Vladeck and 
David Dubinsky, who fled Czarist rule for. 
the freedom of this country and who forged 
the JLC to protect that freedom for all who 
came after them. 

The JLC does not stand isolated within the 
labor movement in its commitment to hu
man rights. For wherever that cause has been 
threatened the leaders of the American labor 
movement, both past and present, have stood 
tall. And I am proud, as my brothers were 
proud, to stand beside you in that cause. 

The struggle of human rights knows no 
boundaries. It knows no national restric
tions. It knows no religious divisions. It is a 
cause as ancient as the march from Egypt 
and as modern as the march to Washington. 

This year we must look at the world around 
us and ask with all our wealth, with all our 
weapons, with all our wisdom, whether the 
world today is more free, more just, more 
hopeful than it was 25 years ago. 

For this year marks the 25th anniversary 
of the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights. 

The assembled delegates listened on De
cember 10, 1948 as Eleanor Roosevelt pre
sented the proposed draft. "Recognition of 
the inherent dignity and of the equal and 
inalienable rights of all members of the hu
man <family is the foundation of freedom, jus
tice and peace in the world," she read, and 
she proclaimed Universal Declaration of Hu
man Rights "a common standard of achieve
ment for all peoples and all nations ... " 

No one expected that proclamation to rid 
the world of tyranny, or of poverty or of 
injustice. 

But for 25 years, it has stood to condemn 
the denial of human rights. 

For 25 years, it has been a standard that no 
government could publicly disregard. 

For 25 years, it has pointed the way toward 
the future. 

This is a time to renew and restore our 
commitment to that future. 

For the barriers to the full expression of 
that Deelara.tion stlll appear as a wall of 
granite. Nations still seek to crush the rights 
of man into dust. Governments still seek to 
claim the right to nionitor the lives of their 
citizens in their own interests. States stm 
seek to silence those who dare to dissent. 

And too often we allow the vietlms to pass 
unnoticed and unattended. 

The iron regime of Stalin is gone from 
the Soviet Union, and tensions between East 
and West have eased. But still we see Soviet 
men and women brutalized by the apparatus 

-of state repression. Still we find writers and 
scientists and poets in the prisons and the 
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mental institutions of that vast country. 
£till we :find Soviet Jews denied the right 
to free emigration. 

Still we wait for -a sign of 1>rotest ftom the 
government of th-e United States. 

We ask our coun'try wlly there .iS no pro
test when Solzhenitsyn ts condemned? Why ts 
there no protest when Sakharov is con
demned? Why is tbere no proteBt when So
-viet Jews -are condemned? 

What 11.ll of us here want is a government 
that, even :as 1t _pursues .its peaceful policies 
with the Soviet Union, will sp·eak up against 
tne human injmtices and indignities that 
still plague that land. 

I belteve the American _people want the.ir 
government to _protest these crimes against 
the caUBe of :human rignts. 1: "k.now the 
American 1.abor _movement does. 

For if we are to 'keep _faith with tnose be
fore us who struggled ln this c.ause, then 
we mUBt not condone .silence .in the face of 
repression. 

The Amerlcan people did not condone si
lence oy their government when _millions of 
Bengalis wer,e being slaughtered. 

The ..American people did not condone si
lence by their govenunent when political 
prisone:cs in Saigon were placed in tiger cages~ 

And the American people will not con
done silence when thousands of Chilean 
citizens .and politic.al refugees a.re rounded 
up in football :Stadiums and ordered to _tace 
military courtma.rtials. 

_For allegiance to human tights does not 
permit UB to pick and choose those govern
ments we Uk~ a.nd those we do not like, to 
say that the form.er .may vlola.te civil ,rights, 
but the latter may not. 

We want AD. American foreign policy which 
wlll not permit our ambassador to toast the 
colonels in power in Greece while the Con
.!erence of Europe has condemned the past 
.brutality of that country's regime. 

We want an American foreign polic_y which 
will not let us act as middlemen in procuring 
e.rms for the Franco regime while the nations 
D-f Europe condemn that country for its 
denial of a free labor movement _and 1ts 
denial of civil rights. 

We want an American foreign policy which 
will not call the oppressive government of 
Brazil the hope of the future in Latin Amer
ica. where tales of torture and censorship con
tinue to emerge from that nation. 

And we want an American _foreign policy 
which will not overlook the internment of 
.thoUBands of Ce.iiholics in camps .in Northern 
.Ireland. 

Now is the time to demand that the Uni
-verse.I Declaration of Human Rights be re
spected by all the nations of the world, .in
cluding our own. 

Former Chief Justice Earl Warren spoke to 
all the world when he said, "No one of us, 
if he looks with a clear and honest eye, can 
fail to see close at home as well as in dis
tant _places, far too many manifestations of 
man's inhumanity to ma.n." 

In this land where the greatest experi
.ment in libert,y ever essay.ed ls still unfold
ing, there remains much left to be don.e. 

We must end the discrimination that con
tinues to rob young children of the chance 
to be free beca.m;e their skin is black or 
brown or red. The road to full equality still 
lies before UB and we must make of it~ as 
.Martin Luther King, Jr. said., "a superhigh
way of justice." 

We must end the _povert_y that ,condemns 
24 million of our fellow citizens to livetJ of 
.misery and despair. How can we deny a de
cent minimum wage to millions of our fellow 
Americans? We can end poverty and end the 
.indignity of welfare by adopting a poltcy 
where every m.an and woman who wants and 
.is able to work is given the chance to do so 
.at a decent wage, in decent working con
.ditions and with the right to participate In 
.the decisions affect-Ing his work. That right 
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must be extended to the farm workers of 
California as well as to the millwork:ers of the 
South. To end social injustice, we must end 
economic injustice and that means we must 
build '8. soolety in which there is freedom 
from want for all our people. 

We must end a. system in which adequate 
health care is a right for an, not just a priv
Ilege for the few. The average working man 
now works 1:>ne month out of every year to 
buy health ca.re for himself and his family. 

And there"s not a. man or woman at this 
dinner whose family couldn't be driven into 
poverty by the eost of serious illness. We 
ean put an end to the high cost of serious 
Illness. We ca,n put an end to the high cost of 
poor health care. We can do it one way only 
and that is through national health insur
ance. 

We must end tne corruption in tne a.d
mini-stra.tion of 1aws that permits who you 
know or how much -you contribute to mean 
the differenoe in how 'the Government treats 
,Y-OU. 

When the da-iry companies oontribute 
$422,000 and weeks later, dairy prices a-re 
raised, when the oil companies contribute 
hundreds of thousands of doUars and fed
eral po1icies consistently protect their prof
its, when rrr offers $400,00 and tnen anti
trust suits are not carried through, then 
the process of law bas gon-e out the White 
Honse window. 

When the courts -a.re used to harass dis
senters without po1itica1 trials and when the 
po1ice power is used to restrain the press, 
"then both the courts and the police power 
8.l'e ma.de the handmaidens of repression and 
the free expression of ideas is destroyed. 

These continuing evils in our society de
mand our vigilance, our -Concern and our 
protest. For whether they touch us directly 
today, the Jewish Labor Committee knows 
full well, that if w.e .fail to speak out today., 
they surely will touch us tomorrow. 

At the end of World War II • .a. group of Ger
man theologians met and issued the follow
ing statement: 

"- .. They came for the Communists, and 
I did not protest because I was not a Com
m.nnist. 

Then they ca.me for tne Jews and I did not 
protest because I was not a Jew. 

Then they came for the "Trade Unionists 
end I did not protest because I w.as not & 

Trade Unionist. 
"Then they came for the Catholics, and I 

did not protest because I was not a Catholic . 
"Then hey ca.me for me ... but by then 

there w.as no one left to protest ... " 
The Jewish Labor Committee and the 

American Labor Movement have never been 
-silent in the past a.nd must remain the con
science of America. in the future. 

For the human rights of all m.anltind are 
indivisible and we protect our own rights 
only so long as we protect the rights of 
others. 

WHY CONGRESS WON'T FIGHT 

Mr. MATHIAS . ..Mr. P..resident. Eliza
beth Drew, one of the most articulate 
-and acute of our po1itica1 oomment-ators, 
has written a disttll'bingly thon_gntful 'Rr
ticle on the Congress. She points out 
that the events oI the past decade ·~ake 
a return to the nineteen .fifties version 
of an effective Congress" impossible and 
-that the key question is "whether the 
Congress can 1ind a new form of eff e.c
tiveness." 

Mrs. Drew sketches .out several in
-stances -0f congressional failures, but she 
is more concerned with raising the issue 
of what Congress can do if it has the will. 
For example, 

Congressional oversight of the executive is 
a function that is clearly within the grasp 
of the Congi-ess. It does not call for collective 
aetion. It does not require heroism. It does 
not even demand determined nibbling at a 
aragon. 'It does demand an interest in doing 
the job, and in making the appropriate ar
rangements. But the Congress has a curious 
disinclination to do so. 

I think my rolleagues might be inter
ested in her summary views of the Con
gress, w1Iich I believe is an opinion shared 
by many thoughtful observers of the 
po1itical scene. 

The Congress is, or is supposed to be, the 
most responsive branch of Government we've 
got. The Supreme Court is .remote, a.UBtere, 
guided by canonical doctrine. The executive 
branch can become arrogant and inaccessible. 
Congress is the accessible branch. It is 
slopp_y, but it is also the only place where 
a.11 of the interests can be re_presented. It is 
unheroic, but it also re.ads its mail. The 
Congress cannot be ex_pected to change simply 
as a -result of inner-generated pressure; there 
are strong -oounterva.iling, lnner pressures 
against change. It would be the ultimate 
irony, lf not tragedy, if the result of "Water
gate" were greater apathy on the part of the 
public, disgust with the _politicians to the 
point tha-:t it _gave up on the Congress. The 
result could be even greater imbalance of 
power betw-een Congress and the ,executJ.ve 
bran-ch. And then when the politicians, in 
their orotund fashion, talked of a "J:ionstitu
tional crisis" and their fe_ars f-or "the .survival 
of our d.emoeratie 'System," they would be 
right. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle by Elizabeth Drew pxinted 1n the 
New York Times magazin€ of September 
23., 1973, be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, tne article 
was ordered to be printed in the REC01t1>~ 
as follows: 

WB.Y CONGRESS WON'T FIGHT 

(By Elizabeth Drew) 
WASHINGTON.-"! think,'' said the Senator, 

summing up a conversation about attempts 
by the Congress to restore its powers, "we've 
made substantial headlines--! mean head
way." 

"Never again,'' said the Congressman, "will 
the Congress approve a. Gulf of Tonkin reso
lution-I hope." 

When the 93d Congress convened at tlie 
beginning of i;bis year, many politician'S were 
sayin_g that the imbalance -of _power between 
the legislative and executi-ve branches was 
such tba.t we were facing a "constitutional 
crisis." ~o politicians, phrases like "constitu
tional crisis,,'' and "the survtva1 of our demo
cratic system," like the dee_p tones on the 
organ,. 1end solemnlty to the topic .at .hand. 

But c.a.uses for their expressions of concern 
were ap_p.arent enough. The President was 
UiillatereJl_y termln.a.ting programs and im
pounding .money. '.Ille "carpet bombing" of 
North Vietnam over the ChriStmas nolida.ys 
w..a.s sufficiently contrary to the growing Con
gressional opposition to the war that it had 
been done while the lawmakers were out of 
town. Several lawmakers thought ·that the 
bombing laekedlegal authority Major polley
ma.kers were -refusing to appear before the 
.Congress to explain their policies. The Attor
ney General, stretching the doctrine of "ex
-ecuti-ve privilege'" 1;o unprecedented breadth, 
stated that the President could prevent any
one in tne executive branch from appear
ing befo:ce, or releasing any documents to 
the Congress. The President did not tro-1=1ble 
himself to .make the traditional tI1p down 
.Pennsylvania A--venne :to deli:ver a State o1. the 
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Union message, but instead sent it to the 
Capitol by messenger. 

Enraged and embarrassed, aware that the 
President had turned them into walking 
cartoons, members of Congress made speeches 
about the need to restore the balance of 
power. There was also, it seemed, an unprece
dented consensus on Capitol Hill that if the 
Congress was to meet the "crisis," it had to 
change its ways. And it commenced, with 
unaccustomed vigor, to do so. 

Within three months, the dam holding 
back that collection of events known as 
"Watergate" had burst. It stood to reason 
that the President's troubles enhanced Con
gress's opportunity to restore itself as an 
effective branch of the Government. More
over, "Watergate"-and the uses of power 
by the executive branch it revealed-under
scored the necessity that it do so. But now 
there is evidence that "Watergate" has di· 
minished Congress's zeal to restore itself. 
The President and the Congress are now in a 
name-calling match over who is responsible 
for how many bills that have or have not 
passed. But that is not the central issue. 
The central issue is whether or not we have 
a system of checks and balances. To the ex
tent that the Congress was motivated at the 
beginning of the year by its own embarrass
ment, the embarrassment of the President 
has reduced its motivation. "There is," Sena
tor Adlai Stevenson, Democrat of Illinois, 
said recently, "a new complacency because 
the President is weakened." "The heat's off," 
said Representative Les Aspin, Democrat of 
Wisconsin. 

This should not, in fact be very surprising. 
It is not inconsistent with deeply ingrained 
Congressional habits. To understand how it 
does and does not work, a minimal grasp of 
the Congress's tribal culture is essential. The 
quality of ego that attracts most people into 
politics is not conducive to collective action 
once they succeed. Even when a consensus 
has formed that it is time to act, the burning 
question may be whose name is on the bill. 
The senate's consideration of campaign 
spending reform legislation has been marked 
by senatorial jockeying for the lead position. 
Once elected, most politicians' primary am
bition is to get re-elected. This requires, as 
they see it, playing it safe. The Congress does 
not like to take responsibility. It would pre
fer not to have to end a war, delay develop
ment of a weapon, raise taxes, or take on a 
President-except when it appears safe to do 
so. And after it has taken an important ac
tion, it usually wants to take a rest. 

The Congress tends to deal in indirection, 
to avoid substantive questions. When it does 
vote on an important issue it is likely to 
obscure the question in baroque language 
and then put it in the form of a motion to 
table a motion to do something or other. The 
Congress's distaste for confrontation spills 
over into its language: It is not accidental 
that members of Congress refer to each other 
not by name, but as "the gentleman from 
Illinois," "the Senator from Nevada," or that 
the Senate and the House refer to the other 
body as "the other body." The quaint rituals, 
the disinclination to give offense do help to 
keep the Congress from flying apart. 

They also have substantive consequences. 
The Congress' prophets are usually without 
honor. (Wayne Morse's obsessive opposition 
to the war was considered a bit embarrass
ing.) The talents of its more gifted members, 
those most in touch with contemporary 
questions, a.re often suppressed. Respect for 
territorial rights can have important effect. 
If John Stennis, Democrait of Mississippi, 
says that he is keeping an eye on the C.I.A., 
others won't. This reinforces the buddy sys
tem by which the Congress "oversees" so 
many executive branch functions. The over
seers are cultivated by, befriend and often 
end up protecting the overseen. Outright 
confrontations between Congress and the 
executive branch, such as they are, are gen-

erally limited to the White House or Cabinet 
levels. At less lofty heights, there is a rich 
proliferation of sweetheart contracts. The 
subcommittee chairman and the agency chief 
are often the best of friends ( as political 
"friendships" go) . The Congress' fraternal 
way of making decisions about its own pro
cedures and structure can shape our destiny 
in rather important ways. When the Con
gress convened at the beginning of this 
year, only Philip Hart, Democrat of Michigan, 
had the temerity to object when his fellow 
Democrats bestowed the title of President 
pro tern, by virtue of his seniority, upon 
James Eas·tland, Democrat of Mississippi. The 
position is largely ceremonial, but it also 
places James Eastland third in line of suc
cession to the Presidency. 

Because the Congress moves slowly and in 
strange ways, it is difficult to take its true 
measure at any given time. The box score 
of bills passed is misleading. A seemingly 
minor, perhaps unnoticed, provision of a 
piece of legislation can have a major effect 
on national policy. Almost imperceptibly, 
forces can build that will, at some future 
point, have great impact. 

If one is to accept Congress• self-adver
tisements, it has already taken major steps 
to redress the balance of power. Both the 
House and the Senate have passed bills de
signed to circumscribe the President's powers 
to wage war and impound funds. But as of 
now, both bills still have some hurdles to 
overcome. The House and the Senate have 
to reach compromises on important differ
ences in both measures. If the President 
vetoes them, both chambers have to muster 
the votes of two-thirds of their members to 
override the veto-an uncertain prospect. 
Moreover, both measures could be seen as 
conferring some legitimacy on the President's 
unilateral right to go to war and impound 
money. They state certaJn circumstances 
under which he could do both, thus perhaps 
lending authority to Presidential actions that 
might otherwise be without authority. They 
could, in other words, amount to Congres
sional complicity in its own undoing. Like 
Huck Finn, the Congress might be attending 
its own funeral, the difference being that 
Finn, at lea.st, saw what was going on. 

Congress did, to be sure, vote to cut off 
the bombing of Cambodia, a move that is 
pr~sumed to have ended the war in South
east Asia. 

It was an unprecedented action. But the 
degree of courage that can be attributed to 
this step depends upon one's view of the 
context in which it was taken. The war had 
lasted nine years. A peace agreement had 
been reached. The bombing of Cambodia, a 
"neutral•' country, was without legal author
ity. American troops, whose protection had 
been cited to justify previous bombings, were 
home. When important members of Con
gress questioned Administration officials 
about the bombing, they were told that even 
if Congress denied funds for the bombing, it 
would be continued. The logical extension 
was that a President could bomb anywhere, 
any time, no matter what the Congress said. 
Even some of the fiercest old former hawks 
were disturbed at this notion. The termina
tion date was, moreover, a compromise-a 
compromise with curious implications. Be
fore the vote, there was no Congressional 
authorization for the bombing. As some see 
it, the Congress in effect sanctioned 92 days 
of illegal bombing of a country with whom 
we were not officially at war. 

And there is another fact about the bomb
ing cut off that even some of its sponsors, in 
their jubilation and self-congratulation, 
seem to have missed. Through a last-minute 
piece of legislative legerdemain by opponents 
of the cutoff-by the removal of two words
its effect was rendered short-lived. The re
ports from Capitol Hill led the nation to 
believe that Congress had ended the war in 
Southeast Asia. In fact, it had ended it 

only until September 30. After that date the 
President may feel that he is free once more 
to bomb. 

Whether even these actions would have 
been taken if the President had not been in 
a weakened condition is anybody's guess. 
Perhaps they would have. But the Congress 
does have a sort of animal instinct about 
changes in the flow of power. There was a 
time when Lyndon Johnson was extracting 
bill after bill from a complaisant Congress. 
Suddenly, he was defeated on a relatively 
minor measure in the House of Representa
tives. Johnson, who understood these things, 
turned to an aide and said, "Now the whale 
has shed some blood, and the sharks will 
move in." He was correct. 

"What this institution needs," said Sen
ator Stevenson, who has held some hearings 
on Congressional reform, "is power. Our 
wounds are self-inflicted. The weaknesses 
will come back to haunt us. I want a strong 
executive, but I also want to restore the 
system of checks and balances. We can't do 
that through a series of confrontations be
tween Congress and the executive, where one 
kicks the other because it is crippled. The 
President did that to us, and now we are 
doing that to the President." The real ques
tion, then, is how the Congress is doing at 
other than playing "kick the President." 

One example is indicative. The Congress 
was sufficiently disturbed at the President's 
impoundment of funds, and also its own 
vulnerability to charges of profligacy, that 
it set out to overhaul its methods of dealing 
with the Federal budget. The idea was to re
place its haphazard method of funding the 
various Federal activities with a comprehen
sive approach. To avoid being labeled "spend
ers," the Congress would set a spending ceil
ing, and then consider the trade-offs of 
spending for different purposes within the 
Congressionally set limit. A joint Senate
House budget committee would be estab
lished to set the ceiling and allocate the 
priorities. It was an earnest move to reform; 
earnestly pushed by reformers within the 
Congress. Many believed that as Congres
sional budgeting became more "rational" in 
form, it would also change in substance. It 
was assumed that more money would be 
spent for domestic, as opposed to military, 
purposes, and some pointless subsidies would 
be dropped. On this it seemed clear, reason
able people could agree. 

But there was some miscalculation. The 
reformers had fashioned an instrument of 
enormous potential power. The senior mem
bers of the appropriating and taxing com
mittees, not about to give up power, simply 
arranged that they would be in charge of 
the proposed joint committee. The liberals 
woke up one day and realized that they had 
been had, and sent their proposed reform 
back to the drawing boards. And a more in
formal attempt by Senate Democrats to draw 
up an alternative to the President's budget 
also foundered. Whenever a budget cut is 
proposed-in spending for anything from a 
weapon to school children's milk-the well
being of someone's constituency is threat
ened. Politicians are loath t.> gore their own 
oxen. 

There have been, however, several reforms 
in the procedures by which Congress con
ducts its business, particularly in the House 
of Representatives. The impetus for change 
in the House began to make itself felt in 
1971. That the House has done more than the 
Senate to modernize is attributed in part 
to the fact that it had more to do, in part 
to the passage of time, and in part to out
side pressures for reform brought by such 
groups as Common Cause, the League of 
Women Voters, the antiwar and environ
mental movements and by Ralph Nader. In 
addition, an unusually large proportion of 
the most senior members of the House have 
succumbed in the past few years to mortal
ity, fatigue or unaccustomed electoral chal-
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lenges. The newest members of the House are 
not inclined to sit still for the "get-along, go
along" philosophy by which Sam Rayburn 
used to tame his flock. They are not content 
to wait, a::; theiT elders often did, some 10 or 
even 20 years to have a voice. House mem
bers' impatience is .tn almost direct propor
tion to their juniority. The chief benefici
aries of the pressures fr01n the bottom and 
turnover at the top have been some middle
rt1.nk members who in an ea.rlier E'ra, say 
three years ago, would be frozen in a system 
of obeisance to their elders. The transforma
tion has, how.ever, stopped short of tlle mi
raculous. "This is still," said one House mem
ber, "the most enduring Oriental society in 
America." 

But within the tr.aditional frame of refer
ence.. th"tlre .has be.en substantial change. 'Two 
years 11.go, House D_emocrats limited to one 
the number 'Of committees or -subcommittees 
a mem.'ber may .head. This has given more 
junior Democrats---£uch as John CUiver o'! 
Iowa, Don Fraser of Minnesota, Lloyd Meeds 
of Washington-a chance to head subcom
mittees, and thus raise issues, hold hearings 
a.nd play a Jll8.jor :role in legislative debaiie.. 
This year, the Democrats decided that com
m1ttee chairmen must be approved by a 
caucus oI Honse Democrats. This did not 
have the effect of dethroning any commit
tee chairman, but House members main
tain that the change makes a difference. 
Some chairmen did-exhibit -.,ne.i.se t hat there 
wer.e any votes against them in the caucus, 
and it is hoped that this w ill discourage 
same of their more domineering ways. 

.Roll-call vot es in the House are now :eleo
tronically conducted, a.u innovation lmst Jan
uary tha t made the House as up-to-date in 
this respect as .sever.al sta;e legiSlatures &nd 
the Patliame.nt of India. (Reducing the tim.-e 
required for a roll-call vote Irom about -45 
minutes to a.bout 15 has .also ..had the effect 
of lnterrupting .more phone calls and 
lunches, and leaving Bepresentatb.'.es m.ore 
in 'tlle dark as to wllat the_y are dashing to 
the 'floor to decide. When, Iollowing a vote, 
one of the most thoughtf ul memhers of the 
House returned to his half-eaten hamburger 
in th-e 'House dining room one day, I asked 
him what the issue had been. "I don't know," 
he .repli-ed. ..Something about limousines. 
Eddie Bolan.ti JDemocrat of Massachusetts] 
was Ior it, so that's how I voted." "Teller 
votes, ln which Eonse members file down the 
aisle to cast a vote, must now be recorded, 
thus eliminating a time-honored method of 
camouflaging one's true position on -a na
tional issue.. And it is now easier for mem
bers -to offer umendments -to bills under de
bate. Many C()'l\gl"essmen find this a mixed 
blessing, one which fore-es them to endure 
longer sessions and, -worse, to take positions 
on issues they woul(l just as soon .avoid. 

Several House m-embers say that .it is high
ly signlficant that there is now a commit
tee to ,study its committees. The basic aT
rangement of committee jurisdiction in the 
House has not been revised since 1946. At 
that time there were no urban, monetary 
or energy crises, among other things. In fact, 
compared to current times, there wa-s hardly 
any Federal Government. The antiquated 
ne:ture of the committee :structure is evident 
in the r-esponse in both chambers to the 
energy -crisis, <eurr-ently all 'the rage on Capi
tol Hill. Several committees of the two 
houses have staked out jurisdiction over 
various pieces of the problem-nlining, pub
lic works, antitrust, tax, trade and -foreign 
policies--thus precluding the possibility o'f. a 
coherent approach. Another basic problem ln 
the committee structure, at least as diffi
cult to resolve, arises from the fact that the 
committees are largely self-selected., skewing 
results of what they do and so what the 

.full Congress usually does. Members from port 
cities, anxious to protect dom-estic shipping 
and shipping subsidies, join "the House Mer
chant Marine and Pisheries Committee, and 

do so. Members from areas that depend on 
military bases or contracts proceed, if they 
can, to the Armed Services Committees, and 
protect--as they were elected to-their con
stituents' interests. 

'The oommlttee to study the committees is 
.headed by Richard Bolling, Democrat of 
Missouri, a sophisticated student as well as 
mllmber of the House. If Bolling succeeds 
in persuading the House to accept a. more 
rational arrangement of committee jurisdic
tion-a process requiring extensive real
locations of power-he will hav-e wrought one 
of 'the greatest miracles :since the fishes and 
the loaves. 

The recent changes in the:: processes and 
a r rangements by which th-e House does its 
bus iness have the 'ffifect of redistributing 
power from the committee chairmen to the 
leadership. (These transfers seem to be cycli
cal. When Speaker Joe Cannon was eon
S'idered too powerful in the eaT1y nineteen
h undreds, power was transferred from the 
Speaker to the committee chairmen.) They 
give more scope to younger n1embPrs, and 
make the politicians more accountable for 
their actions. "There has been," says Rep
resentative T-0m Foley, Democr.at of Wasb
ington, a. "subtle and imperceptible cllange 
in the Zeitgeist. But frankly, I don't see "the 
Congress yet .really wanting to change its 
role 1rom the passive one to the active one 
of being makers oI policy. Tt has become ao
customed to passtvtty. It still waits for 'tlle 
depar.tment' to come up with proposals. The 
basic reasons for this ;are trarution and con
evem.ienue. It's wb.at most of the members have 
always .known." I asked Aspin wllat the real 
p nrpnse o:! the changes was. "I don"t know," 
he :replied. "We're malting tactit:aJ a.djust
meuts without a stratie_gy." 

The Sena.ire has not even done th.at much. 
While man-y of the most vital members of 
.the Hause .envy, and 13eek to ]oin, tlleir Sen
ate countf!rparts, many of the niost vi taJ. 
members :of tlle Senate are less than de
lighted -with Lheir own lot. "The heavy hand 
of :seniotlty still dominates the Senate.1:t can 
affect the size of one's staff and tlle plenitucl-e 
ef Jl.1'.l.e 's office space. Early this yeaT, Stev.en
son bemune .chairman of a ·Senate Subcom
mittee on International Finance. The trade 
defi.ctt -was .riBi:ng a.nd the dollar value was 
droppmg, but .he .s.til1 had to wage a floor 
figllt in order to .hire one professional sub
committee sta;ff m_ember. "The seniors," said 
one juniur .Senator., "don't see tbe necessity 
for more sta.tf be.ca-use they have more. They 
don't see the need :to change the status quo 
because they are its 11.rchitects." Seniority 
thus has an impactnot just on the substanoe 
of 1:he -work tha-t gets done, but on the .au
thenticity of the democratic idea: It is not 
clear wh-y .some citizens should receive fewer 
benefits and services if they do not cnoose 
to return the same person to Congress, term 
a.fterterm, be he ever so senile. 

rt is symptomatic that it -was not -until 
1971, and after .sever.al years of study, that 
the Senate equipped itself with "Dlicrophones. 
(Perhaps the Sen.a-tors kept each other in
audible for as long us possible by preference.) 
In this respect, lt made itself as up-to-date 
as the House of .Repr.esentatives. Not long 
ago, some Senators suggested 'that Senate 
offices be wired so that the .Sena.tors could 
attend to office busin-ess and still be in
formed as to w.hat was llappening on tlle 
Senate floor. But the proposal met with all 
manner of objections. As a trial compromise, 
someone sat in the gallery and typed notes 
on what was ta.king place, .and the notes were 
sent to a few interested Senators' offices. The 
time lag between the event and the .inform
ing of the Senators about it was .approxi
mately 20 minutes--just enough to prevent a 
Sena.tor from rushing over to the floor to pr.o
test or participate in .a decision. The project 
was:abandoned. While the House voted earlier 
this year to hold its committee meetings in 

open session-a practice that some of its 
more important committees have already 
ceased to follow-the Senate decided against 
a.n open-meetings policy. Many of the most 
important decisions that the Congress makes 
a.re thus ma.de in secret, and the politicians 
cannot be held accountable. (Several state 
1-egislatures now have open-meetings laws.) 

Carl Albert;, the Speaker of the House, and 
Mike Mansfield, the majority leader of the 
Senate, operate in similar styles-: laissez faire, 
deferential. When they do take the lead from 
time to time, it is usually 1n Tesponse to 
strong pressures 'from within theiT ranks. 
Yet for au of the talk by both House and 
Senate Democrats abou t how they want 
strong leadership, the trutb of the matter i"S 
that they don't. At least, not the strong lea d
ership tlle Congress u sed to know. If th-e 
spirits of Lyndon Johnson and Sam Rayburn 
returned to reimpose the Kind of order with 
which they ruled the Congress in the late 
ninet een-fifties, the_y would m~et an unholy 
r ebellion. Many of the politicians arrd much 
of 'the press and the reform-·bent pressure 
groups would not tolerate the kind of passiv 
ity and inside game-playing tllat sucll lead
ership required. But it was that sort of 
leadership tbat enabled Juhnson and Ray 
burn to go to the White House and negotiate 
as representatives of a co-equal branch. " I f ," 
says one House member, "we-all toed the lin e 
an d did -what Carl Albert said, Carl Albert 
could go down tllere an d negotiate with the 
Presit!errt -P.s an effective opponent. But who 
,-;ant s to do that?" Advocates of a ••strong 
Congress" have tended to a-void that ques
tion. The Dem ocratic -majorities in both 
ch:3.m ber s ar e in fact more -splintered than 
at any time in m-emory. The caucuses have 
caucuses. (HouBtl Democra ts, -who have -a 
caucus, a-re divided in turn into a 1ibera1 
ea.ucus, a middle-of-the-road -ca"Ucus, :a 
Southern caucus, a rural caucus and a black 
caucus, whieh in turn is splintering into a 
black men's and -a b1ack woments ca"UCU"S. 
There is also -a bipaTtisan women's caucus.) 
If, tllen, there is no returning to tlle nine
teen-fifties version of an "effective" Congress, 
the question is wh-ether the Oongress can 
find a new fonn of -effectiveness. 

In talking a.bout what the Congress is -not, 
it is important to keep in mind -what it can 
be. There may be nrore than a little illuston 
behind some of the criticisms of Congress. 
Portrayals of the Congre"SS as-a lumbering in
stitution seem to suggest that it could be oth
erwise. But it was not designed to, anti it can
not behave as a brisk executive. It ci:tnnot 
perform as an analytic, systematic, apolitical 
"thin"k tank," carefully judging the trad-e
offs in tbe ecisions it faces, and the -con
sequences of its choices. It ea.nnot, without a 
blueprint from the ex~cutive, design u com
prehe-nsive progTam of government. The Con
gress has, moreover, a de-eply unheroic streak. 
It cannot be expecteu to pla-y Sm:nt George 
and sla-y the dragon-thougll it might nibble 
one to death if 1t were not a -very big 
Ciragon. 

And in talking about what the Congress 
should be, some perspective is in order. An 
unbridled Congress could also be cause for 
concern. A bestirred, unrestrained Congress ls 
capable of irre~unsible aetion, of responding 
to the passions of the moment. A Congress 
cooperating with -a President who is respond
ing to the passions of the moment, and who 
may also have had the opportunity to effect a 
Supreme Court majority, could mean trouble. 
It was just tlle.t sort of not inconceivable sit
uution that tlle constitutional ·checks and 
balances were designed to prevent. The Con
gi-.ess's sluggardly ways could, at some cru
cial moment, save us. Moreover, tnere ls a 
kind of goose-gander principle at work here. 
Many of those who are now anxious to see 
the Congress act as a. check on the executive 
sought to reduce the powers of the Congress 
when an executive of a different ideological 
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persuasion-their own-was in power. There 
is reason to wonder whether they will be as 
concerned with checks and balances when 
their own kind return to power in the White 
House. 

The Congress is a parliament, and there is 
a serious question whether contemporary 
issues lend themselves to parliamentary 
management. I put the question to various 
members of Congress. "No," said Representa
tive Morris Udall, Democrat of Arizona, a. 
parliamentary system probably can't handle 
contemporary problems. But there isn't any 
better system." Representative Fraser is one 
of the few who will say the almost unsayable 
on Capitol Hill. "The role of the Congress," he 
argues "should not be looked at as a classic, 
text-b~ok 'third branch of Government,' 
sharing decisions. I don't think Congress has 
worked that way or will work that way. Con
gress provides a. legitimization of decisions 
that flow from the Presidency. It's not a. 
partnership." 

"The nice people," said another Congress
man "write and say the Congress should take 
charge. No way it's going to take charge." 
There are, however, some things that the 
Congress can do. It can, on occasion, take an 
important step. But it usually needs a dance 
partner. If it is in the embrace of a. strong 
executive (Lyndon Johnson) or an important 
a.nd outraged segment of the citizenry (the 
civil rights or consumer movements) or a de
termined special interest ( oil companies in 
search of an Alaska. pipeline) , it can move. 
Second, even when it does not act as a collec
tive body, it can provide a. platform from 
which individuals can speak to our condi
tion, utter their prophecies, try to have an 
impact. It can offer a. forum for a Fulbright, 
Mondale, Ha.rt or Robert Taft, Sr. for people 
who can step aside from the swirl of daily 
events and constituent claims, and think 
about what we are doing and where we are 
headed. Through well-timed and carefully 
considered hearings and speeches-avoiding 
the excesses that can make them dismissable 
as bores-individuals can catch the attention 
of their colleagues and the press, and affect 
the national dialogue. Individual members 
can change certain Government practices 
simply by throwing the spotlight on them. 
This requires neither legislation nor even 
!hearings-just a. flair for obtaining, and 
dramatizing, information. Third, the Con
gress can perform its role, as the founding 
fathers intended, as a check on the executive 
branch. It can see that the laws are carried 
out as intended. It can oversee. 

Perhaps the Congress cannot run the Gov
ernment, but it still can, and occasionally 
does, on its own initiative produce legisla
tion. And there could be limits to what it 
will permit to go wrong. It could, if it 
chooses, intervene in the way the economy 
ls being managed. It is not inconceivable 
that the Congress, without awaiting an Ad
ministration proposal, could reform or raise 
taxes. "It's the tough decisions that we are 
unable to make,'' says Fraser. "The fancy 
proposal for a joint budget committee just 
provides a mechanical substitute for making 
hard political decisions. All we need to do is, 
after we have made the appropriations deci
sions, make tax decisions accordingly, every 
year. It's very simple, but we la.ck the guts." 

Congressional oversight of the executive is 
a function that is clearly within the grasp 
of the Congress. It does not call for collec
tive action. It does not require heroism. It 
does not even demand determined nibbling 
at a dragon. It does demand an interest in 
doing the job, and in making the appropriate 
arrangements. But the Congress has a. curi
ous disinclination to do so. 

some recent events have shown what this 
can mean. It is reasonable to wonder where 
the Congress was when the Administration 
waged a secret war and established a secret 

police. Some senior members of Congress a.re 
said to have been informed about the fact 
of the secret bombing of Cambodia and Laos. 
These were members whom the Administra
tion could trust not to raise q-qestions, or 
voices. And even these members apparently 
did not know the extent of the bombing, 
since the records on that were falsified. One 
might ask whether the appropriate Congres
sional committees did not know, or did not 
care that intelligence-gathering and law-en
forcement agencies were being put to polit
lcal use. To the extent that such practices 
went on under previous administrations, the 
question becomes more urgent. One might 
also question whether we really had to run 
out of gasoline and beef and other food. If 
the executive branch did not know, or did 
not care, that these things were going to 
happen, could the Congress not have seen 
what was developing, and done something? 
The Congress apparently was not informed 
about Soviet food shortages, or "the wheat 
deal." 

The Congress need not establish a Pen
tagon-on-the-Hill to rival the one across the 
Potomac. It need not replicate the Federal 
bureaucracy. It need only have the interest, 
and give itself the capacity, to ask the right 
questions. "The House of Representatives," 
said one of its members, "does not have the 
computer capacity of the State Bank of 
Kenosha, Wisconsin." The Senate has one 
computer that, in accordance with its priori
ties, it uses for sending newsletters. The 
Congress can call upon the Library of Con
gress for research and the Genera.I Account
ing Office for investigations of some Govern
ment programs. But this amounts to 
something like attacking the Sixth Fleet with 
a. rowboat. There is pending a proposal that 
the Congress establish an Office of Technology 
Assessment, so that it can gather its own 
information on such questions as how an 
SST or a nuclear power plant might affect 
the environment. The idea is to free the 
Congress from dependence for such infor• 
mation on Government agencies that may 
or may not supply it, in a. form that may or 
may not represent the truth. But this pro
posal is now caught in the kind of web that 
the Congress, with its intriguing ways, can 
weave. It is hostage to a dispute between the 
Senate and the House over whether the West 
Front of the Capitol should be rebuilt. (The 
O.T.A. and the West Pront issues are in the 
same bill. The House is pro new West Front; 
the Senate con). Moreover, some lawmakers 
soured on the proposal to know more a.bout 
technology when they considered that the 
Joint Committee to develop such a. ca.pa.city 
would be headed by Sena.tor Edward Ken
nedy, Democrat of Massachusetts, who 
might, they worried, use it to enhance his 
political position. 

The Congress's customary incapacity, and 
disinclination, to take on "the experts" are 
thus of its own making. The exceptions-the 
successful fights to limit the antiballistic 
missile and postpone the SST-were major 
efforts mounted by coalitions of opponents 
within and outside of the Congress, and were 
exceptions. The failures of oversight have 
been failures of will. The C.I.A. oversight 
committee, Senator Fulbright said to me 
earlier this year, "functioned as an umbrella. 
to protect the C.I.A." Senator Stennis, its 
chairman, he added, "never called a. meeting 
of that committee." "Now if there was any
body in the Senate who really undertook to 
understand the C.I.A.,'' said Fulbright, "I 
don't know who it was." The complaisance 
of the overseers toward the overseen had 
come to be accepted practice. Now some of 
the politicians who had gone along with the 
practice-and had wars waged and agencies 
compromised under (presumably) unseeing 
eyes-are embarrassed. There is talk on 
Capitol Hill of a new determination to give 

Government agencies the gimlet eye. But 
these moods, we now know, can come and 
go. 

Institutionalization of closer oversight 
would be more reassuring. There is pending 
in the Senate a very simple bill that could 
have important effects. It says that all 
Congressional committees should be kept 
fully informed by every Government agency 
in all matters pertaining to their jurisdic
tion, and that every agency shall answer 
every request for information. The bill has 
40 co-sponsors. Its seemingly unexception
able purpose could make it easier for politi
cians to know what is going on, when they 
care to. Some members of Congress who have 
tried to extract information from the ex
ecutive have found themselves in long and 
often losing guerrilla warfare. But once the 
politicians obtain the information, they still 
have to wait and figure out how to use it. 
There is no automatic correlation between 
more information and better legislative 
control. 

It would also be helpful to get the foxes 
out of the henhouses, or at least establish 
methods of warning us that they are there. 
It is not beyond the mind of man to design 
reporting systems that would let us know 
how a. Congressman benefits from an agency 
he is supposed to supervise. Politicians' 
intercessions on behalf of favored constitu
ents, or contributors, need not be secret 
from the public, for whom the agencies sup
posedly work. It would also be healthy to 
spread the oversight duties around-by 
rotation or even duplication. This might 
break up the buddy system. In the "real 
world," no prudent person sends the same 
auditors around year after year. There is no 
reason to expect members of Congress, un
like other human beings, not to become com
fortable with the familiar. 

Aspin is one of the few members of Con
gress who has thought through a. redefini
tion of its role. He likens the Congress to a 
board of directors. A board of directors, he 
points out, does not try to manage, but if it 
wants to be other than a doormat there are 
things it can do. It can have a voice in major 
personnel decisions, consider major policy 
questions, keep itself informed and make oc
casional forays into detail. Aspln argues that 
the Congress's penchant for avoiding issues, 
its preference for dealing with procedures 
rather than substance, can be turned to ad
vantage. The Congress, he argues, could im
pose procedural changes on the executive 
branch that would have major substantive ef
fect. For example, Congress wrote into the Na
tional Environmental Protection Act a. re
quirement that there be a. statement on the 
impact on the environment of any Govern
ment-supported project. The provision has 
not worked perfectly, but it has made a sub
stantial difference. This kind of change can 
transfer the burden of proof, insert other 
voices with other interests in the decision
making process, set up a system of clearances 
within the Government that offers more pos
sibilities for fail-safe mechanisms, and in
stitutionalize the requirement of certain 
kinds of information. 

The danger of spending too much time on 
Capitol Hill (or, for that matter, perhaps, in 
Washington), is that one begins to see things 
within the frame of reference of Capitol Hill 
(or Washington). After the umpteenth con
versation about the new system of voting 
for committee chairmen in the House, one 
can begin to think that it is pretty terrific, 
that it will make quite a difference. And it 
is a worthy reform. But within the frame of 
reference of what's going on in the country, 
the sum total of all the actions and reforms 
on Capitol Hill so far this year ls not yet 
cause for celebration. 

Moreover, the Congress' limited attention 
span is cause for unease. "What makes them 
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move up here," said one Senate aide, "is 
what makes news." The Congress can, given 
sufficient hue and cry, respond. The politi
cians a.re a.ware, moreover, that the public is 
not watching them with undiluted admira
tion. They have noticed that incumbency is 
not the safe perch it used to be. They fear a. 
wave of a.ntipolitics, which could sweep many 
of them from office. It is interest ing to recall 
that until just over 60 yea.rs ago, Sena.tors 
were chosen by state legislatures. When the 
public reaction to the corrupt results became 
sufficiently strong, the Congress, including 
the Sena.tors who stood to lose, voted to 
change the system. 

"Great outside pressures," said one Con
gressman, "produce great change." That may 
be our best hope. We have ha.d a glimpse of 
what it can mean to have a. Government of 
men, not laws. A top Presidential aide de
clared the Bill of Rights "eroded." The Pres
ident claims the "inherent" right to take 
otherwise illegal measures against dangers, 
as he perceives them, to the "national secu
rity." His power is subject only, he says, to 
"the limitation of public opinion and of 
course Congressional and other pressures 
that may a.rise," Provided, of course, that the 
measures a.re known. The Congress has yet to 
devise methods of preventing the executive 
from arrogating authority that is above and 
beyond the law. It has as yet done almost 
nothing to prevent a "Wa.tergate"-perha.ps 
a more smoothly executed one-from hap
pening again. At the same time, citizens are 
faced with a Government that, if one can 
speak of "public opinion," they find ever 
more expensive and less responsive. Things 
seem out of control. The result could be 
greater apathy, or acceptance of order-order 
in a form that could be drained of humanity 
and liberty. 

The Congress is, or is supposed to be, the 
most responsive branch of Government we've 
got. The Supreme Court is remote, austere, 
guided by canonical doctrine. The executive 
branch can become arrogant and inaccessible. 
Congress is the accessible branch. It is sloppy, 
but it is also the only place where all of 
the interests can be represented. It is un
heroic, but it also reads its mail. The Con
gress cannot be expected to change simply as 
a result of inner-generated pressures; there 
are strong countervailing, inner pressures 
against change. It would be the ultimate 
irony, if not tragedy, if the result of "Water
gate" were greater apathy on the part of the 
public, disgust with the politicians to the 
point that it gave up on the Congress. The 
result could be even greater imbalance of 
power between Congress and the executive 
branch. And then when the politicians, in 
their orotund fashion, talked of a "consti
tutional crisis" and their fears for "the sur
vival of our democratic system," they would 
be right. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN AMENDMENTS AND FED
ERAL EMPLOYEE RESOLUTION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that following 
the action on the SAM-D missile, the 
Humphrey amendment dealing with 
troop levels be made the pending ques
tion before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that if the 
Humphrey amendment is not taken up 
tomorrow _evening because of time and 
cirumstances-and, of course, if time al
lows, it will be taken up-it follow on 
Friday the resolution dealing with pay 
adjustments for Federal employees which 

has already been locked in for the first 
thing on Friday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
following the disposition of the Hum
phrey amendment or action on the Fed
eral employees resolution, whichever is 
the case, I ask unanimous consent that 
the following amendments be taken up 
and in the order stated; the Stevens 
amendment, the Clark amendment No. 
519, and the Humphrey amendment deal
ing with an overall cut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I be recog
nized for 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, are 
there any further rollcall votes this even
ing? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
there is one additional amendment to be 
taken up tonight, the Baker-Bentsen 
amendment. I think there is some think
ing that that agreement might be closed 
out without a rollcall vote. However, I 
cannot answer the Senator on that. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
THURMOND AMENDMENTS 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that imme
diately following the vote on the Tri
dent amendment tomorrow, the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina 
<Mr. THURMOND) be recognized to call 
up two amendments in succession and 
that there be a time limitation on each 
amendment of 20 minutes to be equally 
divided in accordance with the usual 
form and that any time on any amend
ments to either of the amendments, de
batable motions, or appeals be limited 
to 10 minutes to be divided in accord
ance with the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATORS, TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS, AND RE
SUMPTION OF UNFINISHED 
BUSINESS TOMORROW 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that immedi
ately after the two leaders or their desig
nees have been recognized under the 
standing order tomorrow, the distin
guished Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
ROTH) be recognized for not to exceed 
15 minutes, to be followed by the dis
tinguished Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. WEICKER) for not to exceed 15 min
utes, to be followed by the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia (Mr. HARRY F. 

BYRD, JR.) for not to exceed 15 minutes, 
after which there will be a period for 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness, with statements therein limited to 
3 minutes, for a period not to extend be
yond the hour of 10 a.m., at which time 
the Senate will resume consideration of 
the unfinished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the program for tomorrow is as follows: 
The Senate will convene at the hour of 

9 a.m. After the two leaders or their des
ignees have been recognized under the 
standing order, the following Senators 
will be recognized, each for not to exceed 
15 minutes and in the order stated: Sen
ators ROTH, WEICKER, and HARRY F. BYRD, 
JR., after which there will be a period for 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness, with the usual limitation on state
ments therein of 3 minutes, the period 
not to extend beyond the hour of 10 a.m. 

At 10 a.m. the Senate will resume con
sideration of the military procurement 
bill, at which time the pending question 
will be on the adoption of the amend
ment by Mr. DOMINICK and Mr. McIN
TYRE, which has to do with the Trident. 
There is a time limitation on that 
amendment of 1 hour, and the vote will 
occur at 11 o'clock on the Trident 
amendment. 

On the disposition of the Trident 
amendment, the following amendments 
will be taken up in the order stated and 
under the limitations of time stated: 

Amendment No. 524 by Mr. Ful.BRIGHT, 
which has to do with the financing of 
military assistance to Southeast Asia, 1 
hour. 

Amendment No. 493 by Mr. HUGHES, 
2 hours. 

An amendment by Mr. McGOVERN 
dealing with categorical ceiling, 4 hours. 

Amendment No. 487 by Mr. BAYH, 
which has to do with the SAM-D missile, 
4 hours. 

Thereafter amendment No. 549 by 
Mr. HUMPHREY, dealing with troop levels, 
will be called up under a 2-hour limita
tion. 

Mr. President, that makes for a very 
full and active day on tomorrow, with 
yea-and-nay votes occurring on the sev
eral amendments, I would assume. 

On Friday the Senate will convene at 
9 a.m. After the two leaders have been 
recognized under the order, the Senate 
will proceed to the consideration of Sen
ate Resolution 171, a resolution disap
proving the alternate plan for pay ad
justments for Federal employees. 

In the event Mr. HUMPHREY'S amend
ment has been disposed of on Thursday, 
the Senate will proceed to the considera
tion of the Stevens amendment, on which 
there is a 1-hour limitation. In the 
event the amendment by Mr. HUMPHREY 
has not been disposed of on Thursday, 
the Senate will proceed to take up that 
amendment prior to consideration of the 
Stevens amendment. 

On the disposition of the Stevens 
amendment, the Senate will take up the 
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Clark amendment No. 519, dealing with 
funds for aircraft carrier, on which there 
is a 4-hour limitation. 

Following the disposition of the Clark 
amendment, the Senate will take up the 
Humphrey amendment, which has to do 
with an overall cut, on which there is a 
time limitation of 2 hours. 

Mr. President, that is about as far as I 
can state the program into Friday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the 
Chair inquire as to whether or not there 
is any time limiation on the pay pro
posal? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. I am glad 
the Chair called that oversight to my 
attention. 

There is a time limitation on Senate 
Resolution 171. Under the law there is 
a time limitation of not to exceed 2 hours 
on that resolution. No motion to recom
mit would be in order. No motion to 
amend would be in order and no motion 
to reconsider following a vote on the 
resolution would be in order. So, at the 
most, it would be 2 hours. A motion to 
reduce that time would not be debatable, 
and such a motion would be in order and 
the time could thereby be reduced. 

Mr. TOWER. :Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I think the time on the 

Clark amendment for funding for air
craft carriers could be reduced. I would 
have to confer with the Senator from 
Iowa, but we will probably not require 4 
hours. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator. I hope that will be the case, and 
I think it certainly is possible. 

I would hope, also, that time on some 
of the amendments on tomorrow could 
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be reduced. The leadership on both sides 
will do our best to have that done. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 9 A.M. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

if there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, that the Senate 
stand in adjournment until the hour of 
9 a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and, at 
7: 39 p.m., the Senate adjourned until 
tomorrow, Thursday, September 27, 1973, 
at 9 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate September 26, 1973: 
RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 

Wythe D. Quarles, Jr., of Virginia, ro be a 
member of the Railroad Retirement Board 
for the term of 5 years from August 29, 1973 
(reappointment). 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Henry A. Byroade, of Indiana, a Foreign 
Service Officer of the class of Career Minister, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Pakistan. 

OZARKS REGIONAL COMMISSION 

Bill H. Fribley, of Kansas, to be Federal 
Cochairman of the Ozarks Regional Commis
sion, vice E . L. Stewart, Jr., resigned. 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 

the Senate September 26, 1973: 
OZARKS REGIONAL COMMISSION 

William Hinton Fribley, of Kansas, to be 
Federal Cochairman of the Ozarks Regional 
Commission, vice E. L. Stewart, Jr., resigned, 

September 26, 1973 
which was sent to the Senate on Septem
ber 20, 1973. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate September 26, 1973: 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

William W. Blunt, Jr., of the District of 
Columbia, to be an Assistant Secretary of 
Commerce. 

UNITED NATIONS 

Clarence Clyde Ferguson, Jr., of New Jer
sey, to be the Representative of the United 
States of America on the Economic and So
cial Council of the United Nations, with the 
r ank of Ambassador. 

W. Tapley Bennett, Jr., of Georgia., a For
eign Service Officer of the class of Career 
Minister, to be the Deputy Representative of 
the United States of America to the United 
Nations, with the rank and status of Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary. 

William E. Schaufele, Jr., of Ohio, a For
eign Service Officer of class 1, to be Deputy 
Representative of the United States of Amer
ica in the Security Council of the United Na
tions, with the rank of Ambassador. 

Barbara M. White, of Massachusetts, a For
eign Service Information Officer of the class 
of Career Minister for Information, to be the 
Alternate Representative of the United 
States of America for Special Political Af
fairs in the United Nations, with the rank of 
Ambassador. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Kingdon Gould, Jr., of Maryland, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the King
dom of the Netherlands. 

William R. Kintner, of Pennsylvania, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary of the United States of America to Thai
land. 

(The above nominations were approved 
subject to the nominees' commitment to re
spond to requests to appear and testify be
fore any duly constituted committee of the 
Senate.) 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
U.S. SOVEREIGNTY IN THE PANAMA 

CANAL ZONE 

HON. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. 
OF VffiGINIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, September 26, 1973 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, the September 5 edition of the 
Jackson, Miss., Clarion-Ledger included 
an excellent editorial concerning the is
sue of U.S. sovereignty in the Panama 
Canal Zone. 

It is my feeling that there can be no 
compromise of the basic principle of 
sovereignty. The editorial sets forth a 
number of important reasons for main
taining control by the United States in 
the Canal Zone. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the editorial, "U.S. Control of Panama 
Canal Important to National Security," 
be included in the Extensions of Re
marks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. CONTROL OF PANAMA CANAL IMPORTANT 
TO NATIONAL SECURITY 

Recent Washington reports indicate that 
the administration may be willing to go 
along with demands that the United States 
surrender control of the Panama Canal. The 
United Nations favors this, in support of the 
Republic of Panama. 

Some weeks ago our U.S. Ambassador to 
the U.N., John Scali, told a meeting of the 
Security Coun cil that our own State Depart
ment supports the Panamanian govern
ment's demands for an end to the 1903 
treaty by which we were granted the Panama 
Canal Zone in perpetuity. 

Fortunately, however, a majority in Con
gress has taken a dim view of such a giveaway 
contrary to our national interest. Past ef
forts to appease Panama have been defeated 
but now, in 1973, the same political black
mail is being attempted again-this time 
aided and abetted by the U.N. 

There can be no compromise on the basic 
issue: Will we voluntarily forfeit sovereignty 
over the Canal-sovereignty recognized as 
part of international law for 70 years? 

Senator Harry F. Byrd, Virginia Demo
crat, has spotlighted some basic aspects of 
this controversy in a recent Senate address 
worth repeating here and now: 

The United States, by treaty in 1903, ob
tained the right to hold in perpetuity the 

Panama Canal. As part of this treaty we paid 
Panama an initial sum of $10 million; we 
indemnified neighboring Colombia to the 
tune of $25 million .and agreed to pay Pan
ama a substantial rent which figure has been 
increased several times. 

Total cost to the United States for 647 
square miles of the Canal Zone far exceeds 
that of many other territorial acquisitions 
including the Louisiana Purchase-that vast 
area stretching from the Mississippi River to 
the Rocky Mountains, and from the Gulf of 
Mexico to Canada-and such notable addi
tions as Alaska and Florida. Congress and the 
American public was told in 1967 that there 
would be a series of anti-American riots in 
Panama unless we did not give Panama what 
it wanted. We are being told the same thing 
now, but it is vitally important that we 
maintain a position of strength in Latin 
America-and the pivotal point in our de
fense arrangement is the Panama Canal and 
the Canal Zone. 

New treaties negotiated within the UN 
framework as proposed would compromise 
American Interests and weaken our defense 
posture in the Western Hemisphere. Could 
anyone seriously contend that Panama with 
a population of only 1,500,000--about a mil
lion less than Mississippi's population
could defend the Canal Zone by itself? Could 
the uninterrupted movement of commercial 
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